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ABSTRACT
RELATING ARCHITECTURE TO SOCIAL COMPLEXITY IN THE EARLY
BRONZE AGE: SOUTHEASTERN ANATOLIA
Keskin, Azer
M.A., Department of Archaeology and History of Art
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Marie-Henriette Gates
July 2001
The relationship of architecture to social complexity is a subject that is often
pronounced. This thesis aims to study how architecture relates to social
complexity for a particular period and place: for the Early Bronze Age in
Southeastern Anatolia. Three sites in the region, Titriş, Kurban, and Lidar are
chosen as the case study for this purpose. The sites are studied through an
analysis of architectural features, such as planning, access and circulation
patterns, and boundary control, in order to understand the nature and degree of
complexity. In addition to architecture, burials are studied as indicators of social
complexity to provide an independent set of data. Differentiation in size, type,
and wealth of the burials are among the main criteria used to evaluate
complexity. Other archaeological information, such as seals, pottery, and
figurines are also used when necessary and relevant. The results of the study of
the burials are then compared to results of the architectural analysis, in order to
articulate in what ways they relate. As a conclusion, it is observed that
architectural complexity parallels social complexity in all three sites. This
conclusion is also confirmed by the instances of the two other sites studied as
comparanda: the Ubaid settlement of Değirmentepe in Anatolia as a contrasting
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case and the Early Bronze Age settlement of Tell Taya in Iraq as a conforming
one.
Keywords: Early Bronze Age, Southeastern Anatolia, architecture, social
complexity.
vÖZET
ERKEN TUNÇ ÇAĞINDA MİMARİYİ SOSYAL KARMAŞIKLIKLA
İLŞKİLENDİRMEK: GÜNEYDOĞU ANADOLU
Keskin, Azer
Yüksek Lisans, Arkeoloji ve Sanat Tarihi Bölümü
Tez Yöneticisi: Doç. Dr. Marie-Henriette Gates
Temmuz 2001
Mimarinin sosyal karmaşıklıkla ilişkisi sıkça dile getirilen bir konudur. Bu tez,
belirli bir dönem ve yer (Erken Tunç Çağı Güneydoğu Anadolusu) için
mimarinin sosyal karmaşıklıkla nasıl ilişkilendiğini incelemeyi amaçlamaktadır.
Bu amaç doğrultusunda bölgedeki üç yerleşme, Titriş, Lidar ve Kurban
seçilmiştir. Bu yerleşmeler, karmaşıklıklarının doğasını ve derecesini anlamak
için, planlama, erişim ve dolaşım şemaları, sınır kontrolü gibi mimari öğelerin
analizi aracılığıyla çalışılmıştır. Bağımsız bir veri seti sağlamak amacıyla
mimariye ek olarak, sosyal karmaşıklığın bir göstergesi olan mezarlar
çalışılmıştır. Mezarlarda karmaşıklığı değerlendirmek için kullanılan başlıca
kriterler arasında boyut, tip ve zenginlik farklılaşmaları bulunmaktadır. Mühür,
çanak-çömlek, figürin gibi diğer arkeolojik bilgiler de ilgili ve gerekli yerlerde
kullanılmıştır. Mezarların çalışılmasından gelen sonuçlar, ikisinin nasıl
ilişkilendiğini incelemek amacıyla daha sonra mimari analiz sonuçlarıyla
karşılaştırılmıstır. Sonuç olarak, mimari karmaşıklığın her üç yerleşmede de
sosyal karmaşıklığa koşutluk gösterdiği gözlenmiştir. Bu sonuç, karşılaştırma
olarak kullanılan diğer iki yerleşmedeki örneklerle de –Anadolu’daki
vi
Değirmentepe Ubaid yerleşmesi karşıt durum olarak, Irak’taki Tell Taya Erken
Tunç Çağı yerleşmesi ise uyuşan durum olarak- onaylanmaktadır.
Anahtar sözcükler: Erken Tunç Çağı, Güneydoğu Anadolu, mimari, sosyal
karmaşıklık.
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1CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
1.1 Theoretical Concerns on the Relationship between Social and Architectural
Complexity
It is generally believed that architecture reflects cultural elements of a
society. Architecture, or in the broader sense, the spatial manipulation of the
environment is thought to be both the producer and the product of social behavior. In
the same line of thought, architectural semiotics propose that spatial organization
reflects social structure and specific elements of behavior can be inferred from
architectural remains.
Clearly, the relevance of this idea to archaeology is significant, especially for
issues of social complexity, and indeed archaeological studies examining the
relationship between architecture and social complexity have been undertaken. One
common point of most of these studies is that they assume a correlation between
architectural and social complexity. For example, Kent thinks that “as groups
become more socially and politically more segmented (complex), their use of space
and architecture also becomes more segmented both ideologically and
architecturally” (1990:150). As can be inferred from this statement, segmentation is
taken as a criterion for architectural complexity. Some other elements of
architectural complexity are a greater ratio of private space to public space within the
individual buildings, increased boundary control and more limited access, and more
substantial separation of individual structures, with the use of, for example, gardens
or courtyards. All these directly or indirectly indicate that there is a tendency to
2spatial expansion with increasing complexity. However, these criteria are based on
studies conducted on flat sites, and therefore they may not always be applicable to
mounded sites. Due to their differences in nature from flat sites, mounded sites can
reveal differences in the way that the changes in architectural layout relate with
social complexity. For instance, most of the mounded settlements in Anatolia were
surrounded by fortification walls that limit the expansion area. Therefore, if the
household area increases with increasing social complexity, the ratio of built area to
unbuilt area can be significantly different on mounded sites when compared to flat
sites. In addition, building on a sloping site affects architectural planning.  Solutions
to problems associated with sloping (terracing and vertical connections, for example)
alter the consequent layout profoundly.
This study will examine the relationship between architecture and social
complexity as observed on Anatolian mounded sites, to investigate whether there is a
correlation between the two, and if there is, whether it works in the same way as it
does on flat sites.
1.2 History of Research
The subject of this study is linked to diverse research areas like architecture,
social complexity, burials, and many sub-fields of these areas. Architectural
semiotics, household archaeology and associated economic issues, spatial analysis,
activity area research, proxemics, burials and social structure, social identity, ritual,
and ideology are among the many study topics. The bibliography given at the end of
this thesis covers a very incomplete part of the work done on these topics.
Steadman’s (2000) study is one of the most directly related entries in the
3bibliography to the present topic. Steadman studied Anatolian sites dating from 8th
millennium to 3rd millennium BC in a diachronic perspective at the sites of Can
Hasan, Kuruçay, Hacılar, and Çatal Höyük.  She observed a vertical expansion in
buildings in the form of useable rooftops or second storeys, increased partitioning,
separation of buildings from each other, more controlled access into the houses and
into the site, size differentiation, and increased number of architectural features with
increasing social complexity. Chesson (1998) is an example for studies on the
relationship of household structure to burial practices at the Early Bronze Age
settlement of Bab edh-Dhra', Jordan. Foster  (1989b) in his study of Iron Age Orkney
in Scotland defined a clear correlation between the development of social hierarchy
and an increase in boundary controls and limited access.
1.3 Data to be Examined and Method of Study
As stated above, this study aims to study the relationship between
architectural and social complexity on Early Bronze Age sites in Southeastern
Anatolia. In studying the architecture of the sites, spatial patterning analysis,
including layout, planning, sizing and partitioning of structures, access analysis, and
privacy/territoriality issues will be among the methods to define complexity1. In
these respects Steadman’s (2000) study on earlier Anatolian sites was taken as a
model for this study. In evaluating social complexity, the burials will be the main
criterion. Burials are chosen as indicators of social complexity since they are the
most widely used criterion that is not directly related to architecture. Other
commonly used criteria are mostly architectural (presence of public buildings,
                                                          
1 For a survey of study of architecture in archaeology, see Steadman 1996. For a survey of the
literature on proxemics (the study of the nature, degree, and effect of the spatial separation individuals
naturally maintain, and the relation of this separation to environmental and cultural factors), and
related topics, see Sanders 1990.
4planned urbanisation, size of settlement etc.) and their use for this study would lead
to circular arguments. The work done on specific sites will be the main source of
information for the data to be used in this study. These sites include Titriş Höyük,
Kurban Höyük, Lidar Höyük, Değirmentepe, and Tell Taya (fig. 1).
Titriş Höyük is a 3rd millennium site in the upper Euphrates basin. It is being
excavated by a joint project sponsored by University of California, San Diego, and
the Regional Archaeological Museum of Şanlıurfa under the direction of G. Algaze
since 1991. The site was suggested to be the capital of a small city-state that
developed and collapsed ca. 2600/2500-2400 and 2400-2100 BC respectively
(Matney and Algaze 1995). The city consisted of an upper and a lower town, and a
suburb area, with an estimated population of about 10,000 at its largest in the mid-
late Early Bronze Age, and occupied an area of about 43 ha. (Matney and Algaze
1995: 33). This site is a good data source for the purposes of this thesis with the
extensive architectural information that it provides. Magnetometry maps and
excavated areas within the ancient city allowed the investigators to discover the
remnants of a planned community with its streets paved with cobbles and sherds, and
laid before the houses, which were constructed according to standardized plans as
part of a planned development project. Besides, there is information about burials,
including intramural burials and an extramural cemetery area containing numerous
mid-early Early Bronze Age cist tombs (Matney and Algaze 1995: 42; 36).
Kurban Höyük is located on the left bank of the Euphrates, near Şanlıurfa.
The site was surveyed by M. Özdoğan in 1977 and was excavated as a part of the
Chicago Euphrates Archaeological Project. It was a relatively small settlement
5during the early Early Bronze Age, but expanded during the mid-late Early Bronze
Age. The Middle Bronze Age settlement, which was another period of expansion,
was not a continuation of the Early Bronze Age settlement (Marfoe 1983, 1986).
Lidar Höyük is a site in the Karababa basin. Lidar was excavated between
1979-1986 by the Institute for Prehistory of the University of Heidelberg under the
direction of H. Hauptmann. The site is among the larger sites of the Early Bronze
Age, which functioned as an administrative district center. Other periods were also
represented on the 30-m-high mound of Lidar, from the Middle Ages to the Halaf
period.
Değirmentepe is located 1.5 km east of İmamlı, a village 24 km. east of
Malatya. The site was excavated under the direction of U. Esin as a part of the Lower
Euphrates Salvage Project carried out by the Middle East Technical University
between 1978-1984. The excavators identified habitation levels dated to 4th, 3rd, 2nd,
and 1st millennia BC, and a cemetery area, which consisted of pithos burials,
mudbrick chamber burials, and pit burials (Esin 1980).
Tell Taya is a site in northern Iraq. Through the fieldwork carried by the
British School of Archaeology in Iraq under the direction of Reade a very large area
of the Early Bronze Age town was documented (Reade 1973).
Of these sites, Titriş, Lidar, and Kurban  are chosen as they are contemporary
sites located in the same geographical and cultural region, and as they provide
information about architecture and burial customs in the Early Bronze Age. Those
6sites in the region that do not contribute data for both architecture and burials are
excluded.  Tell Taya and Değirmentepe are chosen as they are suitable for
comparison with the Anatolian sites.
1.4. Background: Early Bronze Age in Southeastern Anatolia
Before moving into the discussions of the chosen sites, we present a short
account of the region in the EBA.
Until the 1970s, Southeastern Anatolia was a relatively less investigated
region in archaeology, especially when compared to south Mesopotamia. From the
1970s on, especially because of the Upper Euphrates surveys conducted in the areas
that would be flooded by the Karakaya and Atatürk Dams (Özdogan 1977,
Serdaroğlu 1977), our understanding of the area began to change. The picture is
becoming more complete, thanks to the studies conducted in the area since then2. A
general course of events in the EBA can be summarized as follows:
Before the beginning of the EBA, the late Chalcolithic period was a time of
expansion in general. EB I, or early EBA, following the late Chalcolithic was
characterized by decentralization and declining settlement density with small
settlements, mostly in hamlet character (Wilkinson 1986, fig. 7, 1990). The
appearance of sophisticated cemeteries was one of the significant features, and
copper production was one important activity of these periods. These changes have
been explained partly by the interaction of the region with south Mesopotamia
(Lupton 1996). Then there was a short hiatus, followed by the EB II and EB III
                                                          
2 The bibliography of  studies on EBA Anatolia until 1994 is compiled in Korfmann, Baykal-Seeher,
and Kılıç 1994.
7periods, when there was an expansion. This phase was characterized by a general
pattern of centralization, a decrease in the number of sites, and differentiation in
settlement types. There appeared regional centers (Titriş: 43 ha), large and small
towns (Lidar: 15 ha, Kurban: at least 6 ha), and villages and hamlets (Wattenmaker
1998). This period in the second half of the third millennium (ca. 2600-2000 BC -
EBIII and/or IV), has seen the rise of urbanism and the use of caliciform ware
(Carter and Parker 1995: 98). This change in settlement types has also been
described as the sudden emergence of numerous competing city-states, each centered
at a fortified capital of substantial proportions (Weiss 1983, 1986). Examples for
these sites are Tell Chuera, between the Balikh and Khabur valleys in North Syria,
located ca. 150 km south-east of Kurban, that reached 100 ha in the mid-third
millennium (Kühne 1976, Moortgat and Moortgat-Correns 1975); Tell Mardikh
(Ebla), from where the texts evidencing the relations of Southeast Anatolia to North
Mesopotamia at the time came (Pettinato 1991); Tell Beydar, a middle sized town in
the 25th and 24th centuries BC in Syrian Jazirah that showed Ebla was not an isolated
case (see Bretscheider and Dietrich 1994); and Kazane in Southeastern Anatolia,
only 50 km south-east of Kurban, that reached 100 ha by 2500 BC (Wattenmaker
and Mısır 1994). Tell Taya (Reade 1973, 1982) and Tell Leilan (Weiss 1986) are
other examples of north Mesopotamian urban sites that occupied areas between 50-
100 ha by the mid-late EBA.
This urbanization trend slowed down by the late EBA. A number of third
millennium centers contracted or were abandoned toward the end of the millennium.
Chuera (Orthmann 1986, 62), Tell Leilan (Weiss et al. 1993), Tell Taya (Reade
1968: 240) were abandoned. Kazane contracted, but was not abandoned
8(Wattenmaker and Mısır 1994). At Selenkehiye (van Loon 1979) occupation ceased.
But not all the sites ceased to be occupied; at Titriş expansion continued.
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EARLY BRONZE AGE URBANIZATION AND SETTLEMENT
PATTERNS IN THE URFA AREA
In this chapter, three sites in the Urfa area (Titriş Höyük, Kurban Höyük, and
Lidar Höyük) that were chosen as the most suitable data source for the purposes of
this study will be discussed. While emphasis will be on the information on
architecture and burials, other types of data, such as pottery, figurines, and seals will
also be presented wherever they are available and relevant.
2.1 Titriş Höyük
2.1.1 Site Description
Titriş Höyük is a 3rd millennium site in the upper Euphrates basin, located
about 45 km north of Şanlıurfa alongside a small tributary of the Euphrates, the
Tavuk Çay. The site occupies a central position in a small agricultural plain
contained within a lowland valley flanked by barren limestone hills that form a
natural corridor leading to the historical Euphrates ford in the Samsat-Lidar area
(Matney and Algaze 1995; fig. 2). The site was identified in surveys by Özdoğan
(1977) and Wilkinson (1990). Hauptmann directed a salvage project at the site in the
1980s (Marro and Helwing 1995). Titriş is now being excavated by a joint project
sponsored by University of California, San Diego, and the Regional Archaeological
Museum of Şanlıurfa under the direction of G. Algaze since 1991. The site was
suggested to be the capital of a small city-state that developed and collapsed ca.
2600/2500-2400 and 2400-2100 BC respectively (Matney and Algaze 1995). The
city consisted of an upper and a lower town, and a suburb area, with an estimated
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population of about 10,000 at its largest in the late EBA, when it occupied an area of
about 43 ha. (Matney and Algaze 1995: 33). This configuration of a lower town and
suburb areas extending across a broad area at the foot of an acropolis conforms with
the typical Syro-Anatolian urban configuration in EB III and EB IV, a settlement
type that arose in about the second half of the 3rd millennium in this area, like Tell
Mardikh, Tell Mozan, Tell Sweyhat, Tell Brak, and Tell Leilan in Syria, Tell Taya in
Iraq, and Kazane in Turkey (Algaze et al. 1995: 13).
The High Mound of Titriş is located immediately north of the Tavuk Çay. It
is about 22 m high and covers an area of about 3 ha. An extensive lower city
surrounds the High Mound. On either side of the High Mound are the western and
eastern lobes, as they are called by the excavators, and together they make up the
Lower Town. On the north of the High Mound the Outer Town is located, in an area
adjacent to but lower than the two lobes of the Lower Town (fig. 3). Lastly, the
suburb area is scattered to the north, south, and east of the main settlement.
 This site is a good data source for the purposes of this thesis with the
extensive architectural information that it provides as a result of the research focus of
this project. Magnetometry maps and excavated areas within the ancient city allowed
the investigators to discover broad built areas (fig. 4). There is also information
about burials, including intramural burials and an extramural cemetery area
containing numerous EBA cist tombs (Matney and Algaze 1995: 42; 36).
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2.1.2 Burials
The burials dating to the 3rd millennium on the basis of associated finds and
interment at Titriş basically consist of two types: elaborately built stone tombs and
jar burials (Algaze et al. 1992: 38). According to the place of the burial, there are
both extramural and intramural tombs. The whole body of data on the burials at
Titriş is presented below in a chronological order, except for one of the extramural
cemeteries, from which enough data is unavailable (table 1). The only information
published about this cemetery is that it contains EBA cist burials, and that it is
located along a terrace flanking the Tavuk Çay, south of the west sector of the Lower
Town. The cemetery was not investigated further since its location coincides with a
modern burial ground (Algaze et al. 1995: 17).
2.1.2.1 Early EBA
The only burial attested to the Early EBA at the site is a stone cist grave in
which a single woman was buried (table 1, Honça and Algaze 1998: fig. 2). The
grave measured 1.50 x 0.95 m, and was located in the Lower Town (40-34: 079). Six
vessels, one bronze pin, and one bronze nail made up the burial goods.
2.1.2.2 Mid EBA
For the mid EBA, information about burials comes from cist tombs in the
cemetery area (Area 6), which is located about 400 m. northwest of the Outer Town,
and a single cist tomb from the Lower Town. The cemetery area includes numerous
mid-EBA cist graves, most of which were plundered (Algaze et al. 1995: 17). 29
cists and 3 badly damaged pithos burials that were found by the salvage excavations
of Hauptmann and Mısır must also be mid EBA according to the associated ceramics
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(Helwing 1991 in Honça and Algaze 1998: 106), but they are not included here since
enough information is unavailable.
a) Extramural Cemetery Area
 The extramural cemetery area was first excavated by H. Hauptmann and A.
Mısır by a salvage project in 1981-1982, and a number of mid EBA cist graves were
identified (Hauptmann 1993). The area was again investigated as part of the larger-
scale American Titriş project in 1994 (Algaze et al. 1995). Although these graves
were plundered, what remains behind can give an idea in general. In their general
planning and construction, they are characteristic of the cist type at Titriş. One
example is a cist tomb of about 3.5 m. by 5 m., consisting of several courses of large
cut stones sloping inward toward the top (fig. 5; Algaze et al. 1995: 27; cemetery 4.
Locus 006). The roof was constructed of several courses of large rectangular slabs,
and two standing stones make up the entrance. From this entrance, two cut stone
blocks were placed to form a stairs to the floor of the chamber. Although the grave
was robbed, the remaining finds include much broken pottery, and a fragment of an
intricately carved sea shell (fig. 6). In the chamber, there are two adults and one
child. In the same area, there are twelve other cist tombs of more modest size, the
largest being 1.75 m. by 1.45 m., but of the same type. None of the burials contained
more than three individuals (Algaze et al. 1995: 28). These burials are associated
with mid-EBA type ceramics; there were no late EBA ceramics found in the area.
These cist tombs, although smaller than the one mentioned above, and plundered like
it, suggest that their users were wealthy, unlike the late EBA burials in Titriş
excavated thus far (see below). Several of them contain a variety of jewellery in
bronze (fig. 7, left) and silver (fig. 7 right, fig. 8), shell, and a variety of bronze pins
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(fig. 9). These objects must be representing only a small percentage of the original
burial gifts that were left behind or dropped by the robbers. Although it cannot be
proved, the larger size of the first cist discussed above suggests that it might have
contained richer goods. Still, the most interesting finds are the numerous stylized
violin-shaped figurines, made of marble (Algaze et al. 1995: 27; fig. 10). These
figurines were not reported from any other sites in Southeastern Anatolia, and were
interpreted to be of Cycladic type so as to be the evidence for long distance trade
practiced at Titriş (Algaze et al. 1995: 39). However, it is also probable that they can
be of Western Anatolian type, as similar figurines were also found in association
with burials at Karataş and Demircihüyük. The similarity of burial practices at these
Western Anatolian sites to those Titriş burials in which the violin-shaped figurines
were found suggests that these burials may have belonged to non-local people, who
may have been traders with Western origins. Similar figurines were also reported
from further south, from Tepe Gawra levels VI and V (Speiser 1935: pl. LIIIb.3,
LIVa), the Square Temple at Tell Asmar (Frankfort 1935: p. 25, figs. 27, 28), and
from the Diyala region (Hill et al 1990: pl. 41d). Tell Asmar is especially interesting
among these sites, since its domestic architecture was compared to Titriş houses
(below). The figurines from these sites were also interpreted to be of western origin
(Frankfort 1935: 27).
b) Cist Tomb: Lower Town
On the east part of the Lower Town, there was another mid-EBA tomb cut
into virgin soil (Algaze et al. 1995: 25). This was a small stone-lined cist grave with
almost no bones preserved. It must have belonged to an infant, as its small size
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suggests. A single metallic ware conical cup with band rim, of mid-EBA type was
found to be the only grave good.
2.1.2.3 Mid-Late EBA
The mid-late EBA was a period of spatial expansion at Titriş, as reflected by
the large number of burials. The period is represented in the Outer Town, with both
cist tombs and jar burials (Algaze et al. 1992, 1995). Cist tombs are either
intramural, or come from the cemetery area again in the Outer Town.
a) Cemetery Area
In the Outer town a cemetery area gives us information about the period
between mid-EBA and the late EBA. This cemetery was used through a hiatus
between two phases, the mid-EBA, which yielded a more massive architecture, and
the late EBA, with more modest domestic architecture (Algaze et al. 1995: 18). Five
stone-lined cist graves and two jar burials were found here; the Subphase B was built
either directly over or carefully around them, showing awareness of the burials on
the part of the settlers (Algaze et al. 1995: 20, Algaze and Mısır 1995: 132).
One of these burials was excavated (Algaze et al. 1995: 20). This was a
sealed cist burial measuring 1 m by 0.8 m. It contained four or five individuals, all
but one represented only by their skulls. Seven complete mid-late EBA vessels were
found within the tomb, and four other vessels outside the entrance (fig. 11). The
tomb was clearly reused, as suggested by the single set of disarticulated bones and a
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single skull at the center of the chamber and by all the other bones piled on one of
the corners.
Jar burials, the only type of burial other than the cist tombs, were found in
several sizes in two areas in the Outer and Lower Towns. There is not much
information about these burials, except that small jars and cooking pots were used
for infants, and large pithoi with grooved rims were used for adults (Algaze et al.
1992: 39).
b) Intramural Burials: Outer Town
A tomb under the floor of a room is an example for the mid-late EBA
intramural tombs. This tomb was found intact. It was a stone built structure, roughly
rectangular in plan, with rounded corners. It was sealed by means of a large stone
slab used as a burial cap. A young individual, lying in a flexed position was placed
in the chamber with a small number of burial pots (Algaze et al. 1992: 39).
Another burial, an intramural tomb with a trapezoidal structure was cut into
the street. It was presumably from an eroded upper layer, since it is not usual to place
tombs out of the building units. This burial, too, was partially plundered, but the
entrance was found intact. It was containing more than 50 vessels, and one metal
toggle pin (fig. 12, locus 16 trench 69-54, Algaze et al. 1992: 38, 39, fig. 10).
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2.1.2.4 Late EBA
In the late EBA, we see an increase in the practice of using intramural tombs.
At the same time, there is also a cemetery located in the Lower Town. This cemetery
contains both cist tombs and jar burials.
a) Extramural Cemetery: Lower Town
This late EBA cemetery was located in an area in the Lower Town part of the
mound, and was cut into the virgin soil. At least three cist tombs and one jar burial
were identified under the late EBA architecture. Two of these tombs were excavated.
The first is a small cist tomb, including a badly preserved child burial without
any artifacts. The other is a large cist tomb, measuring 2.7 m. by 1.4 m. on the
exterior. It was capped with large flat-lying limestone slabs, and featured a dromos
and a door, similar to the other intramural tombs at the site. A small number of plain
simple ware cups with incurved walls and beaded rims, typical of the late EBA, were
placed outside the door (Matney et al. 1997: 67). The chamber included five
individuals, thirty vessels, and several bronze pins. Before the later buildings were
constructed over the tomb, it was filled carefully, showing that the settlers were
aware of the burials there and respected them.
There is no information published about the jar burial.
b) Intramural Burials: Outer Town
In the late EBA, the Outer Town was characterized by domestic housing,
featuring standard units (Algaze et al. 1996: 130-133). Intramural burials associated
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with building units were common in this phase. Two building units with associated
intramural tombs are good examples to the practice; one of the tombs was set into
the corner of the central courtyard of a unit, the others were under the room floors
(Algaze et al. 1996: 133, fig. 5, 6; 80-84:11). There were also two smaller tombs
within another building unit  (Algaze et al. 1996: fig. 8, 79-85:109). These were all
stone lined cist tombs with long, flat capstones and an exterior pit (dromos) leading
to a door, composed of one or two large limestone slabs standing on edge. The larger
of these tombs (fig.13; 80-84: 011) is especially interesting, as the offerings found in
it include a depas cup of EB III- Troy II type (80-84:11; fig. 14). This find, along
with the violin-shaped figurines from the cemetery, may be interpreted as an
evidence for the connections with Western Anatolia or Cilicia.
c) Intramural Burials: Lower Town
Late EBA in the Lower Town yielded cist tombs, like the Outer Town. One
example is a massive tomb that was built of large cut limestone boulders and was
roofed with six elongated stone slabs (Algaze et al. 1995: 25; fig. 15; tomb 35-18:
229), located underneath the floor of a room. The roofing slabs of the tomb were
sealed by a plastered floor within the room. The tomb had a semicircular dromos
leading to a door, which was composed of a single vertical limestone slab. The
offerings about the entrance consisted of a single cup, and several sheep and goat
scapulae placed against the door (Algaze et al. 1995: figs. 23, 24). At least two
individuals were buried inside, accompanied with forty-two vessels of late EBA
type, including numerous Syrian bottles (Algaze et al. 1995: figs. 25, 26). In
addition, there were three complete, and several fragmentary bronze pins.
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Two of the Late EBA houses in the Lower Town set other examples for
intramural tombs that are clearly associated with rooms of the houses (Matney et al.
1997). In these two separate houses, three tombs were found. One of these tombs
(36-10:25), measuring 2.10 m. by 1.40 m., was found still sealed in a much disturbed
house (Matney et al. 1997: fig. 2:’5’). The other two tombs were in another house,
which was preserved better. One of these two tombs (34-13:017) was slightly later,
and was built after the earlier one (34-13:029) ceased to be used. While the earlier
one was placed in one of the rooms, the later one was placed in the corner of a
courtyard. They were both limestone-lined cists capped with long flat capstones,
with a dromos. They included both adults and children. Over 100 offerings were
located in tomb 36-10:025, including various types of specialized ceramic vessels,
numerous bronze pins, shell and frit jewellery, a unique pedestalled basalt stone
mortar, and one large bronze dagger (Matney et al. 1997: figs. 24-26). There were
minimum seven individuals, adults of both sexes. In the other tomb (36-13:029),
which was disturbed in antiquity, there were a few smashed vessels, and a large
bronze lance or pike head (Matney et al. 1997: fig. 12). At least nine individuals,
female and male, and a child were placed in it. Surrounding the tomb within the
room were several infant burials, not in cists, but each within a reused cooking pot
capped by a large flat stone. Vertically buried pithoi are observed as another
variation of the pot burials (Algaze pers. comm. in Carter and Parker 1995: 106), as
well as small cooking pots for children.
These data allow one to conclude that both at the Lower and Outer Towns
late EBA houses were centers of mortuary ritual (Matney et al. 1999: 189). The
number of individuals found in the burials, and their disarticulated and fragmentary
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state show that these were reused over time  (Matney et al. 1997: 66). The excavators
think that the rooms were serving as ancestral family crypts for the extended
households occupying the house (Matney et al. 1997: 67). Intramural cist tombs with
variable size and location in association with houses were a common feature at the
site (Matney et al. 1999: 189). Many of these burials were laid out and built at the
time of the initial construction phase of the houses. They were always communal,
and housed individuals of various ages and both sexes, which suggests that they may
have belonged to families.
An exception to the rule must also be mentioned: a very unusual mortuary
feature of a type not previously documented at Titriş (B98.87) in a room (Matney et
al. 1999: fig. 2:J) (bldg 2). This burial was associated with a later rebuilding of the
room in which it was found (Matney et al. 1999: 189). During the latest use phase,
the doorway that connected the room with the rest of the building had been blocked,
and a new doorway communicating directly with an adjacent street was built, so that
the room was isolated. In this same phase, the room had a packed floor and a typical
self-standing circular basin made of white plaster set over river cobbles, similar to
the basins found both in the Upper and Lower Towns for domestic functions.
However, this particular basin was reused as a platform for mortuary display.
Around the edge of the basin, skulls of seventeen individuals were placed facing
outward, and other bones were piled at the center of the basin (Matney et al. 1999:
190; fig 5). This is a secondary burial; the skeletons are disarticulated. They belong
to young males between ages 18 and 30, except a single adult female, and a single
unsexed child. This situation is very unusual. First of all, the skeletons are not in a
reusable underground cist. Instead, they represent a single mortuary event, not
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associated with any domestic context.  There were not any funerary gifts, either.
Interestingly, the skulls show signs of head trauma, which was probably the cause of
their death.
2.1.2.5 Discussion
The 3rd millennium is a period that shows significant transformation in the
complexity of burial methods. This period is characterized by richness of the grave
assemblage and the use of cist graves (Laneri 1999: 221). The practice of intramural
burials is also significant, and their number is directly proportional with site
expansion. In the first half of the 3rd millennium, three types of burial practices can
be observed on sites in the Euphrates basin: intramural tombs, extramural
cemeteries, and necropoles far from settlement (Laneri 1999: 222). In case of Titriş,
there are examples for both of the first two types, and in general the site fits into this
pattern. The third type may also exist, but has not been located thus far.
In the mid-EBA, the common practice was extramural burial. All the burials
dating to this period are cist tombs. One common feature of all the burials of this
period is that none of them includes more than three individuals. Although the
graves were plundered, they yield enough information to suggest that their users
were wealthy, as the grave goods include carved shells, a variety of bronze pins, and
jewellery in bronze and silver. The Western type violin-shaped figurines also come
from these graves. Besides, the largest of the cist tombs ever found in the site (3.5 m.
x 5 m.) belongs to this period.
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Mid-late EBA burials include both cist tombs and jar burials. The number of
the individuals found in them varies from a single individual to four or five
individuals. The sizes of the cist tombs are more modest in this period in general,
compared to the earlier period. The grave goods, on the other hand, include only
vessels and a single metal toggle pin.
 Intramural burials are found in greatest numbers in the late EBA at Titriş.
The grave goods from this period include vessels, scapulae, and bronze pins, as in
the mid-late EBA. A bronze dagger, a bronze pike from the Lower Town tombs are
weapons, a type of gift that was not encountered in the previous periods.
From the relatively small number of skeletons inside any particular house
when compared to the long period of occupation, and to the total number of the
population in general, it can be inferred that the intramural burials, where they exist
at all, were used by a small percentage of the population. This by itself suggests that
there is a differentiation at the site between the individuals in terms of how they were
treated after death. The majority of the inhabitants must have been buried in the
extramural cemeteries. This is also suggested by the differences in proportion of
younger to older adults in the mid EBA and late EBA mortuary population (Honça
and Algaze 1998: table 3). The reason of this difference must be the result of the
decision about the choice of people that would be buried in the intramural tombs in
the late EBA. We observe a very different proportion in the mid EBA, when the
common practice was the extramural burials, and people were buried in the
cemeteries regardless of their social status.
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Some of the uncommon findings seem to appear exclusively in intramural
tombs. A double jar with taurine protome is an example for this kind of findings
(Matney, Algaze and Pittman 1997, in Laneri 1999: 227). This is also true for objects
that indicate contact with neighboring regions, and so can be considered luxury
goods. The depas of Western Anatolian / Cilician origin is an example. This might
be showing a difference in wealth between the individuals buried in intramural
tombs and the others.  Similarly, the excavators believe that there is a spatial
hierarchy determining the location of the burials, and that those burials closer to the
High Mound would have been higher in this hierarchy. They support this by stating
that the burials in the Lower Town, which are closer to the High Mound, are richer
than those in the Outer Town, as there were weapons in the Lower Town burials, but
not in the Outer Town burials (Matney et al. 1997: 71). This seems possible, as the
bronze pike and the bronze dagger come from intramural tombs in the Lower Town
(from 34-13: 017 and 36-10:025 respectively). Similarly, other bronze objects, like
pins, come from the Lower Town burials. To these examples we can add a unique
stone mold for lead trinkets from the Lower Town, but not from a burial context
(Matney et al. 1997: fig. 19).
When we compare intramural cists according to their size and wealth, and to
the houses they were located in, we observe certain correlations. The two intramural
cists with known associated rooms from the Outer Town are 80-84:011 and 79-
85:109. The former of these measures 2.92 x 1.67 m, and is located in a house that
measures 273 m², while the latter measures 1.24 x 0.83 m, and is located in a house
that was about half of the other. The larger of these graves is also a rather wealthy
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one that includes a depas, and a very well made loop-handled vessel with a ram’s
head spout among many of its grave goods.
However, at least by the present evidence, it is not very easy to make
comparisons between the burials at the Lower and Outer Towns, and the cemetery
areas. Although the cemetery areas are far from the high mound, they reveal some
unique finds, like the violin-shaped marble figurines of Western Anatolian origin.
On the other hand, this might be pointing to the differentiation between the periods
mid-EBA and late EBA in terms of wealth, rather than the differentiation between
the two areas. Nonetheless, another unique object, the Troy II type depas was found
in a late EBA tomb in the Outer Town, and not in the Lower Town. There is also the
possibility that the violin-shaped figurines are indicators of differences in ethnic
affiliation rather than wealth. In that case it is easier to explain their existence at the
Outer Town cemetery, because these burials were not poor at all in terms of gifts;
they included jewellery in bronze, silver, and shell, as well as bronze pins, as part of
the goods left behind by the looters.
Whether one can call it spatial hierarchy or not, it is certain that there is some
differentiation between the burials, in terms of number of individuals buried in them,
the location, and the sizes of the burials, and the offerings associated with them
(table 1). The locations of burials were different from each other: the cemeteries in
the Outer Town and the Lower Town, and building units again in the Outer and
Lower Towns. The size of the tombs varied considerably: while the smallest of the
published cist tomb measured 1 m. by 0.6 m., the largest measured 3.5 m. by 5 m
(table 1). The grave goods included in the tombs could consist of more than a
24
hundred gifts, as well as of a single item in some cases. These gifts could include
vessels only, or vessels and bronze pins, or more precious metal objects. Lastly,
there must have been some kind of criterion that defined who would be buried in cist
tombs and who in jars.
2.1.3 Architecture
It was possible at Titriş to identify the extent of the settlement by
magnetometry maps and make horizontal exposures since building remains were
lying just below the surface level. As a result, areas of about 1500 m² in the Outer
Town, about 1000 m² in the Lower Town, and 300 m² in the suburb areas were
excavated. This broad exposure enables us to understand the general patterning and
planning of the settlement.
2.1.3.1 Mid-EBA
In the mid-EBA, the Outer and Lower Towns reveal a massive architecture,
represented by a pair of substantial mudbrick structures separated by a narrow, paved
street. These structures appear to represent earlier versions of similarly aligned late
EBA buildings. The walls of the mid-EBA structures were more than 1 m. thick, and
they had carefully plastered superimposed floors. Three rooms were excavated from
these structures, each containing a large, circular fire installation with a central
depression for ashes.
2.1.3.2 Mid-Late EBA
Excavations in the High Mound were limited to a 5 x 8 m trench, and
revealed four architectural levels. Mid-late EBA architecture was represented in this
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trench by level IV, which consisted of mudbrick walls surrounded by a bright red
burned bricky fill. (Algaze and Mısır 1992:161). In the outer town were exposed two
adjoining rooms of a massive structure that contained a small tomb.  The walls of the
structure were over 1 m in thickness and built with large limestone boulders (Algaze
and Mısır 1992: 159, fig. 8).
2.1.3.3 Late EBA
The architectural levels II, III, and possibly I excavated in the single 5 x 8 m
trench on the High Mound belonged to the late EBA (Algaze and Mısır 1992:161).
Level I was represented by a substantial structure consisting of portions of two
rectangular rooms with ten courses of undressed stone masonry 1.25 m wide. The
walls were well-preserved, and had the signs of several rebuilds, suggesting that the
structure was long lived (Algaze and Mısır 1992: fig.12). Only a terminus post quem
date is given for the level, at the end of the third and beginning of the second
millennium.
Level II was composed of portions of a stone wall, and an associated surface
to its west. A large two-handled bronze vessel capped with a ceramic lid was found
beneath this surface, possibly part of a cache or foundation deposit (Algaze and
Mısır 1992: fig 13).
Level III was composed of portions of three rooms, forming parts of two
separate buildings at either side of a narrow alleyway (Algaze and Mısır 1992: 161).
At the foot of the mound, contemporary with the sequence in the trench just
described, the late EBA was characterized by domestic building units in both Outer
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and Lower Towns (figs. 16, 17). These units were composed of two different parts
(fig. 18). One of these parts consisted of rooms around a central courtyard. One of
these rooms functioned as the entrance from the street, and connected to the
courtyards. The rooms on the other side of the courtyards were accessible from the
courtyard, and they were also connected to each other, but not to the entrance room.
The other part of the building unit, called the annex by the excavators, was formed of
a series of interconnected rooms. This annex was accessible through one of the
entrance rooms. Otherwise, this part did not have direct access either to the court or
the street. The two parts were separated from each other by double walls. Plaster and
stone basins, hearths, various types of ovens, and benches were common within the
rooms (Algaze et al. 1996: 132). Interior floors were made of either hard-packed
earth or occasionally plaster. Courtyards were often paved with cobbles and sherds,
and often included hearths.
The buildings were terraced into the slope of the mound, and like the street,
followed its natural contours. In several places where excavations reached below the
floor surfaces, the remains of extensive, well-built stone drains were recovered.
These units were planned uniformly throughout the Outer and Lower Towns.
They were located at either side of the streets, which were laid out before the
construction of the houses themselves. This uniform planning, and the symmetry of
the entrances at both sides of the streets point to the existence of a controlled
construction program.
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In their internal plan, these domestic building units point to a complex
structure. First of all, there is significant segmentation within the units; each part of
the house is separated from the other in a complex and deliberate manner. The access
to the annex, and to the rooms back of the courtyard, which are probably the most
private spaces, is clearly limited. Even the access to the courtyard is limited, since
two dividing spaces must be passed before reaching to the courtyard. The
differentiation between the two parts is pronounced further by the double wall
between them.
In the Outer Town, there is also an open midblock sector which was
presumably used as a communal space for production activities, and as a dumping
place (Algaze et al. 1996: 131; fig. 16). Apart from this sector, the only structures
that had different planning from the building units described above were a series of
rooms that were incorporated into the defensive city wall (Matney et al. 1999: 132-
133). These rooms were set into the niches of the city wall, and were about 2.5 to 3.5
m. wide and up to 5 m. long. They were entered from the street by a single entrance,
and were interconnected to each other. Although their plan is quite different from the
building units, they do not seem to have had a different function. The ceramics,
hearths, storage pits, and plastered preparation surfaces suggest that they were also
domestic structures.
The Outer Town had in the late EBA structures that are different from the
domestic buildings. These were large, presumably administrative structures (e.g. fig.
3: B, C), and they were found side by side with the small domestic structures. Both
types of structures are also present within the west lobe of the Lower Town. Here
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too, large, presumably non-domestic buildings and smaller domestic installations are
found together.
The last group of architectural remains was a district of scattered habitation
areas, called suburbs by the excavators (Area 6; Matney et al. 1999: fig. 6). This
suburb district, identified as a specialized production area, was located about 320 m.
from the eastern edge of the Outer Town, and comprised a total of 8 ha. (Matney and
Algaze 1995: 36). Two domestic complexes separated by an alley were revealed in
the 300 m² excavated area. Both complexes consisted of a group of small rooms and
work surfaces. The one on the south was entirely devoted to blade production. On
the whole the suburb was a specialized activity area that housed a few flint knappers
in a domestic context (Matney et al. 1999: 190-192). Spatial differentiation of spaces
with different functions is clear in this suburb example.
To the west of the Outer Town, there was another area that suggests a
specialized use area different from the other parts of the lower town. In this area a
number of grain storage silos and pits were found, which were interpreted as serving
for storage of agricultural surpluses (Algaze et al 1992: fig 5). Although the area was
not excavated completely, magnetometry maps show that this storage area occupies a
substantial portion of the Outer Town (Algaze and Mısır 1994:109, fig 4b’e’). These
silos represent the concentration of food surplus within a single well-defined area,
and therefore centralized control over the collection and redistribution of the
agricultural production.
Division of different types of buildings can also be observed in the Outer
Town. Although two different building types, domestic and administrative, appear
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together in the late EBA, there is some degree of spatial differentiation. The larger
structures within the Outer Town clearly cluster along the southern part to make up a
quarter that is closer to the High Mound. On the other hand, the domestic structures
are located near the crest of the Outer Town, the area farthest from the High Mound
and Lower Town. Similarly, at the west lobe of the Lower Town, blocks of modest
sized domestic architecture exist only toward the periphery of the sector.
This picture conforms with the spatial hierarchy suggested by the excavators,
that takes the High Mound, the Lower Town and the Outer Town in decreasing
order. The suburban areas, located on the periphery of the settlement, reveal a more
modest architecture, and a less dense one, accordingly. In addition, when the houses
in the Lower and Outer Towns are compared, while they are similar in general
layout, the Lower Town houses are larger than the ones in the Outer Town (fig. 19).
The one almost completely excavated Outer Town house (unit 2) is ca. 183 m², while
the Lower Town house (unit 1) is ca. 342 m². both houses have a courtyard and eight
rooms in their main parts, but the number of rooms in the annex parts is 8 in the
Lower Town house, as opposed to 4 in the Outer Town house. Although we do not
have complete plans for the High Mound structures of the same period, they must
have been substantially larger than the lower town houses, as suggested by the wall
thicknesses. The walls of the High Mound structures are 1.25 m wide, as opposed to
an average of 0.57 m for the lower town walls.
In summary, the social complexity observed in differences among the EBA
burials at Titriş in terms of type, location, size, and richness of burial gifts are
paralleled in the architectural complexity of the settlement. Architectural complexity
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is expressed in the dense regular, symmetrical, and modular planning of the domestic
quarters of the Outer and Lower Towns, their internal planning that deals with
complicated issues of access scheming, and dividing private and public spaces. The
same is true for their size and arrangement on the site in relation to each other and
the High Mound, and the functional separation of the specialized production areas in
the suburbs and the well-defined storage area in the Outer Town. Both burials and
architecture follow a line from less dense to more dense, smaller to larger, and
simpler to more complicated as the location gets closer to the High Mound. The
exception to this, the rich burials in the Outer Town cemetery, can be explained by
the probability of their belonging to foreigners, perhaps foreign traders, and this
suggestion is supported by the violin-shaped figurines found in them. If this
presumption is correct, than these burials add more to the social complexity of the
settlement rather than weaken it.
2.2 Kurban Höyük
2.2.1 Site Description and Excavations
Kurban Höyük is a site that is situated on the Urfa-Gaziantep plateau, an
extension of the North Syrian Jazirah. It is located on a river terrace on the left bank
of the Euphrates in the Bozova district of Urfa province (Wilkinson 1990: 5, Algaze
1990: fig. 5), roughly 60 km north-northwest of Urfa and approximately 10 km
upstream of the actual site of the Karababa (now Atatürk) Dam. The low terrace on
which the site was founded is about 1.5 km. wide, and is bordered on the south by a
higher terrace formed by the limestone upper steppe that rims the Euphrates valley.
The site is connected towards the south, to Urfa, Harran and Raqqa in Mesopotamia,
and towards the southwest, to Birecik, Aleppo, Amuq and the Mediterranean coast.
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On the north however, the site is bordered 35 km. away by the Anti-Taurus, that
obstruct the connection to this direction. Kurban Höyük was excavated between
1980-1984 as a part of the Chicago Euphrates Archaeological Survey Project3. The
aim of the project was to investigate the occupation levels, especially the EBA
settlement, which would be flooded by the Karababa (later Atatürk) Dam. The
survey was carried out in an area within 5 km. radius of the Kurban Höyük itself
(Wilkinson 1990: 1). The site was found to yield occupation levels from Neolithic to
the Abbasid period. The periods are titled with letters (Wilkinson 1990: 4-5), with
Period A being the earliest (Neolithic). Of these periods, Period F (Early EBA,
Kurban V), Period G (Mid-late EBA, Kurban IV), and Period H (EBA-MBA
transition, Kurban III) will be discussed here.
Kurban Höyük is a double mound, with a larger southern mound and a
smaller northern mound, connected to each other by a saddle in between the two (fig.
20). The excavations were carried out in six areas: Areas A, B, D, and E on the south
mound, Areas C and G on the north mound, and Area F on the saddle. Area A, a step
trench, C01, and F were opened to establish the stratigraphy, and Areas B, C, and D
were horizontal exposures opened up to reveal the EBA settlement, which was the
main focus of the project; Areas E and G were soundings.  Horizontal exposures
revealed remains of two separate periods: an EB - MB transition, and a mid-late
EBA period. These remains were scattered between several areas and probes and
sampled a small percentage of the settled area. A total of 3000 m² were excavated in
eight areas, 2800 m² of which in Areas B, C, D, and G (Algaze 1990: 9). Although
the excavators report that the purpose of sampling the extent of the settlement in its
                                                          
3 Leon Marfoe was director of the Kurban project.
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main period of occupation was not fully successful (Algaze 1990: 8), the finds
supply us with enough information to work on to some extent.
2.2.2 Period F- Early EBA- Kurban V
This period was composed of dispersed hamlets and villages, in contrast with
the preceding Late Chalcolithic settlement (Wilkinson 1990: 94). Seven settlements
were identified dating to this period in the survey area, and none of these settlements
was much more than 1 ha. The general pattern of settlement was characterized by
small size and an increased number of sites. In concordance, Kurban Höyük itself
was a small settlement of about 1 ha, limited to only the northern mound. The early
EBA was distinguished from the Late Chalcolithic settlement with an architectural
break, but not with a radical change in the ceramic sequence (Wilkinson 1990: 96).
These, together with two cups of transitional period from the settlement, suggest that
the EBA settlement was there immediately after the Late Chalcolithic settlement.
2.2.2.1 Area C01
Period V was attested only in trench C01 on the north mound at the site, over
Middle and Late Chalcolithic levels (Algaze 1990: 34). Two subperiods, VA and VB
were identified. In this period, the settlement was contracted, and was smaller in
extent, like for example Hassek Höyük. At the same time, Mesopotamian influence
of the Late Chalcolithic period seems to have decreased, and the local properties
increased. The north mound was the locus of settlement throughout Period V,
however, not much architecture survived to be investigated.
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2.2.3 Period G- Mid-late EBA- Kurban IV
After the early EBA, there was a hiatus in occupation with unknown
duration, followed by the reoccupation of the site (Wilkinson 1990: 97). In this
period, the site reached its maximum spatial extent, especially during Kurban IVB.
The period is represented on both the south and the north mounds, and in all of the
excavated trenches, representing about 6 ha in total. Area A phases 16-17, presenting
only fragmentary remains, and Area G, with much of its architecture is destroyed,
are not included in the discussion below, although they also had material dated to
Period IV.
Kurban IV period is divided into three sub-periods on stratigraphy and
architectural criteria, as IVC, IVB, and IVA from the earliest to the latest4 (Algaze
1990: 35). Ceramics show that the site was oriented to the Syrian city-states rather
than Mesopotamia. Architecturally, the period reveals differences from the previous
one. Subsidiary hamlets of the early EBA that were identified throughout the survey
area were absent. On the whole, Kurban IV  was a period of nucleation.
2.2.3.1 Area A
Area A was a long and narrow trench; its width was 3 m., and was divided
into parts of 5 m. along its length. In this trench, Period IV occupation was 8 m deep,
making up two-thirds of the total accumulation, so it is the most massive and
enduring settlement. It is also larger than other contemporary layers at Areas C01
                                                          
4 Wattenmaker (1998) divides the period into four sub-phases as IV.4: village phases, IV.3: town
formation phases, IV.2: town development phases, and IV.1: the nucleation phases.
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and F (Algaze 1990: 34-35). Two subperiods, IVA and IVB, and several phases of
each subphases yielded architectural data discussed below.
2.2.3.2 Period IVB
Four architectural phases (Phases 11, 12, 13, and 14) were identified in this
period.
a) Phase 11
In this phase only part of a building or buildings were exposed (fig. 21,
Algaze 1990: 141). The remains included on southwest side of the trench a mudbrick
wall without stone foundations, made up of alternating bricks. This technique is not
found elsewhere in the site, showing that there was variability in domestic
architecture around the site. On the east of the trench there was a stone wall. The
space between the two walls was a compacted earth surface, which suggests that it
may be an unroofed street or passageway. A stone socket or posthole was found on
this surface.
b) Phase 12
This phase was not well defined, since it was disturbed by erosion and later
occupation. There is no available plan either.
c) Pre-phase 13
This pre-phase consisted of ashy fill layers only.
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d) Phase 13 (Algaze 1990: fig. 16)
A total of 50 m² was opened from this phase (Algaze 1990: 37). With Phase
13, the area witnessed important changes. A substantial building program was put
into practice, as indicated by the construction of a fortification wall (Algaze 1990:
141; fig. 22). This was a mudbrick wall, without stone foundations. There is no
evidence for a glacis or a stone core either. The exterior face of the wall was slanted
at the time of excavation, but it is not certain whether it was originally like that, or
was deformed by erosion. It is possible that the wall was built to surround the entire
south mound, but this is not shown by the excavations. The wall was a massive one,
with a thickness of about 4.5 m. at the base. It extended in an east-west direction
across the trench, and at the south (interior) side of the fortification wall, there was a
complex of rooms built directly against the wall. Since some of these rooms use the
fortification wall as their north wall, they must have been built after the wall. Parts of
two rooms adjacent to the fortification wall were cleared. Both of these rooms had
mudbrick walls. The one on the east (13.1) measured 2.5 m. by 1.70 m., and
included an oval shaped plastered basin with a mudbrick rim (032). Both the basin
and the floor on which it was placed were plastered, but the rest of the room was left
unplastered. The room on the west (13.2) was bordered by the fortification wall on
its north, by a 45 cm. thick mudbrick wall on east, and a 40 cm. thick mudbrick wall
with stone foundations on the south. The interior sides of the walls were plastered.
The exposed part of this room measured 3.6 x 2 m. Four superimposed plaster floors
were identified within the room. The earliest of these floors contained a small
plaster-lined pit against the east wall and a hearth (065) against the southeast corner.
The second floor was laid above a layer of flat-lying mudbricks, and the hearth of the
first floor continued in use. The third floor was laid above a layer of mudbricks
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again. In this use phase the first hearth continued to be used, and a second hearth was
built (036). There was also a large stone mortar (066) on this floor. The last floor
was constructed in a similar manner.
On the south of room 13.1 is a part of another room (13.3), divided from the
former by a mudbrick wall. The west wall of this room is about 80 cm thick and
abuts the partition wall between rooms 13.1 and 13.2. It is not clear which of the
walls were built before the other. Against the north wall of the room, there was a
hearth or an oven (072), and another feature with thin mudbrick walls, which may
also been a hearth, was found.
Immediately south of room 13.1 was room 13.4. Only a corner of this room
was exposed, but it was probably the most substantial of the complex, as suggested
by its 1.3 m. thick north wall and 0.8 m thick west wall. On the west wall there was a
70 cm wide opening, which may have been a doorway leading into the room. This
room was also plastered.
To the west of room 13.4, and separated from it by a paved passageway (to
be discussed below) was another (13.5), built on narrow stone foundations about 40
cm. wide. Only the east wall is exposed in full, which is 2.9 m. Interiors of the walls
and the floor were plastered. The room had a hearth against its south wall. The same
walls were used with modifications in the following Phase 14.
On the south, parts of three other rooms were excavated: rooms 13.8, 13.6,
and 13.7 from east to west. Their walls were again mudbrick with stone foundations,
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about 40 cm. wide. These walls were not identical however; the east wall of room
13.6 had four courses of stones, whereas the west wall had only one course. At least
two of them had plastered floors (the floor of the easternmost room was not
excavated). On the northeast corner of room 13.6 was located a hearth.
To the east and north of the room 13.5  was a cobbled surface (078), laid with
fairly large river cobbles. The area between the rooms 13.5 and 13.6 was truncated
by the foundation trench of the following phase, so it is not certain whether the
cobbled surface continued into this area. This surface was presumably a passageway
constructed just before the walls of the rooms, and part of the same construction
program, as suggested by the opening that leads from the room 13.4 to this surface.
Phase 13 signals a period of initial transformation into a town, with
construction of the fortification wall and more substantial buildings. This exposed
complex of rooms suggests a domestic function, as they incorporate a number of
hearths, a sunken oven, a stone mortar, and a basin. The number of fire installations
may be suggesting that these rooms were used by a number of social units rather
than a single unit. It is not safe to make comparisons of the rooms sizes since a
complete plan is lacking, but a differentiation in building techniques is obvious.
While some of the walls were constructed of mudbricks only, some had stone
foundations, with heights varying from a single course to four courses. Wall
thicknesses average around 55 cm, but change from 40 cm to 130 cm.
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e) Phase 14
Many of the Phase 13 structures were incorporated into the structures of this
phase. Rooms of Phase 13 were enlarged and walls were thickened in such a way as
to preserve much of the old plan, and the fortification wall was probably used in this
phase too (Algaze 1990). However, the character of the resulting plan is quite
different, and points to a reorganization of the use of space.
The main feature of the phase was a complex of five rooms in 35 m² (fig. 23).
These were units 14.1, 14.2, 14.3, 14.4, and 14.5, and were the Phase 14 counterparts
of the rooms 13.2, 13.5, 13.6, 13.8, and 13.7 respectively. Unit 14.1 followed
roughly the orientation of the walls of unit 13.2 in Phase 13, but was significantly
smaller. While its north wall did not have stone foundations, its east wall did. Its
floor and the interiors of the walls were plastered. To the south of this room, there
was room 14.2, with walls much thicker than unit 13.5 on which it was found, since
they were built so as to cover the area of the Phase 13 passageway. This room had
plastered walls and floor, and contained a pot, and a bench, which used the east wall
of the Phase 13 unit 13.5 as foundation. The room was connected to unit 14.3 to the
south through a doorway. Room 14.3 was flanked by two other rooms, units 14.4
and 14.5, all three of the rooms replacing the preceding ones. In unit 14.3 were found
a pit, a large pithos, and fragments of two unbaked clay door locks, one unimpressed,
the other impressed with a circular stamp seal.
Access between the rooms, domestic installations like hearths and mortars,
door locks and sealings, the storage function of the pithos suggest that this was either
a public building with limited access, or a high status dwelling, unlike the domestic
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buildings of Phase 13. This was a carefully constructed and relatively elaborate
building with walls between 95-120 cm wide, as opposed to the 55 cm average of the
Phase 13 structures. Another difference from the earlier phase is the near absence of
domestic installations such as hearths and mortars, except for a hearth and a cooking
pot found in only one of the rooms, 14.2 (Wattenmaker 1998: 78).
f) Phase 15
Immediately north of the fortification wall, there were other architectural
remains, which are referred to as Phase 15 (Algaze 1990). However, since it was not
stratigraphically connected to the structures on the interior side of the fortification
wall, and the associated ceramics were not helpful for dating, its exact chronology is
not known.  The excavators think that building beyond the wall can be a
manifestation of the rapid expansion of the settlement in the later part of IVB. In this
case the phase would be correlated with Phase 14, but there is no certain correlation
between the two phases. Therefore it is not impossible that it belonged to Period
IVA.
The remains from this phase are bordered by the fortification wall on the
south and by eroded soil on the north (fig. 24). It consisted of two connected
structures, units 15.1 and 15.2, unroofed and roofed respectively. Unit 15.1 was
bordered by two walls on the south and north. On the west and east, either it had no
walls, or they were left unexcavated. The wall on the south was cut into the
fortification wall. It was 2.2 m wide, so as to leave an opening on its east end, which
leads to a pit (023) cut into the fortification wall. In this area, a large jar fragment, a
stone weight, a grinding stone, a complete cooking pot, and a small cache of chipped
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stones were found. Part of a hearth (024) was also revealed in this opening. Unit 15.1
was bordered on the north by the south wall of unit 15.2. As excavated, unit 15.1
covered an area that measures 2.4 by 3.3 m. This area was paved with two
superimposed floors, the earlier with flagstones and large pebbles, and the later with
flagstones, pebbles, and sherds. On this floor several basalt querns were found. On
the two sides of the doorway connecting this area to the room on its north were two
low stone benches. 15.1 and 15.2 are parts of a single dwelling, the former being an
enclosed court serving to the latter roofed room.
The room on the north was about 2.9 m by 2.3 m and was enclosed on the
south, west, and east by mudbrick walls with stone foundations. The north wall was
eroded. The floor was plastered, as were the interiors of the walls, and the pit inside
the room (015). Against the south wall was a mudbrick bench or platform, plastered,
and a large cooking pot buried into it. Another platform, this one made of stone, was
standing against the west wall (028). On the floor were found ceramics, at least one
flint blade, several complete or semi-complete vessels, a jar stand, two almost
complete “metallic ware” jars, and other pots. Further north of the room was a well
that may have been in use in this period, but no clear stratigraphic link could be
attained.
Phase 15 structures constitute an extramural domestic installation, unlike
those structures located to the south of the fortification wall. The north-south
orientation of Phase 15 structures is not in line with the north/northeast-
south/southwest orientation of the buildings to the south of the wall. There is a
difference in the construction technique too. The stone foundations of the mudbrick
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structures of Phase 15 were considerably higher than the stone foundations of the
other buildings. On the other hand, this resembles the technique of the building in
other areas, like Areas B and G. Another difference is the number of artifacts and
type of activity in these buildings. These differences may be pointing to social
groupings of varying status, inhabiting places delineated by the fortification wall.
2.2.3.3 Period IVA
2-3 m. deep occupation levels belonging to this period were found, however
they were badly preserved because of erosion (Algaze 1990: 49). Outside the south
mound, evidence for Period IVA is sparse. It is most probable that the Area A Period
IVA settlement was contracted into the south mound, becoming much smaller than
the Period IVB settlement in the same area. This contraction may have continued
within the south mound itself throughout Period IVA, so that the dwelling areas at
the periphery were abandoned. This progressive contraction of the IVA settlement is
suggested by the wash and tip lines in the east and west sections of the step trench
(Algaze 1990: fig. 42, 48).
There is not much architecture revealed in this area through phases 16-20
(Algaze 1990: fig. 19-23). Only small parts of walls were exposed, not conclusive in
phases 16-17. Although the area was abandoned and therefore the remains were well
preserved, the same lack of data is true for phases 18-20. However, it can be inferred
that there were sizeable rooms with mudbrick walls.
To summarize the period, it can be said that there was a contraction to the
south mound, and less substantial architecture in Period IVA through phases 16-20.
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In contrast, Period IVB is a period of radical change, especially in phases 13, 14,
with the construction of the fortification wall, seemingly a substantial building
program, and the large size of the domestic architectural complex, for example, in
Phase 13. The fact that Phase 15 structure was contemporary with either Phase 13 or
Phase 14 structures makes up an example of social stratification expressed in
architectural differentiation.  This differentiation is even more accentuated if Phase
15 was in use at the same time with Phase 14. The non-domestic character of the
Phase 14 structure within the fortification, with numerous rooms and elaborately
built walls, contrasts with the two-roomed extramural Phase 15 domestic structure
with crudely walls. Lastly, Period IVC, Phases 11, 12, was a small settlement
attested only in Area F other than this area.
2.2.3.4 Horizontal Exposures
The main purpose of the horizontal exposures was to reveal the mid-late
EBA. Period IV material comes from Areas A, B, G, and to a limited degree in D
(Algaze 1990: 185). It was not encountered in Area E, but that can be because the
excavation there was stopped.
a) Area C, Building Phase I IA-B
Area C is located on top of the north mound, and it is the second largest
exposed area, covering an area of about 400 m². On the C01 sounding in this area,
five successive phases were identified, which represent the successive rebuilds along
a similar plan of a single architectural complex, apparently part of the major
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reorganization of settlement that took over several sectors of the site in Period IVB
(Algaze 1990: 186-188).
Three building phases were identified. Building Phase I was composed of
fragmentary stone foundations, and Building Phase II consisted of a number of
localized subphases of floors and building modifications of a single coherent plan.
This phase gives the most extensive information in terms of architecture, as
discussed below.  Building Phase III was closely related to Building Phase II, and is
known only from the sounding and the probes.
Building Phase II had a street built with successive layers of pebbles,
approximately 1 m wide, and with at least two subphases (fig. 25). It extends about
20 m in a north-south direction and then turns to the east. On the south and east of
the bend of this street, there is a complex of rooms. These rooms were parts of a
single building unit, as they are enclosed by a 1-m-thick stone foundation wall. The
external face of this foundation wall was revetted with large stones to form a curb
against the street. The orientation and construction of this wall resemble closely
those of contemporary wall systems along a similar alignment in Area F, and it is
possible that both sets of walls are components of a single planned quarter extending
across the central and northern sectors of the site (Algaze 1990: 188). The complex
could be entered through Unit 3, which was an antechamber that is entered through a
stone-paved doorway from the street. Another doorway on the east wall of this
antechamber was leading to an inner pebble-paved courtyard. To the north and south
of the antechamber, two rooms, unit 5 and unit 6 were placed respectively, both
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plastered. Unit 6 on the south was a long and narrow room, and its contents were
better preserved. These included an unusually high concentration of “Karababa
painted ware” and similar ceramics, and outside the room in the street, there were
some discarded copper implements. North and West of the street were other
structures with different characteristics (units 7, 10, 11, and 14). These were free-
standing single-room structures. The areas between these structures consisted of
open work areas and courtyards. Unit 7 was a room with an entrance from the street
that included a fallen heavy stone lintel. The doorway on the other side of the room
was leading to courtyards to its north and east  (units 8 and 9 respectively) through a
series of low stone steps. In unit 8 there were several semi-complete grooved rim jars
and cooking pots, and chipped stone debitage and animal bones. Unit 9 was
furnished with an ovoid pebble hearth and several complete and semi-complete small
cups and bowls, including examples of combed wash ware. On the north of unit 8,
unit 10, was again a freestanding single-room structure about 4 x 5 m. Divided from
units 7 and 10 by another court (unit 13), was unit 11. To the east of the unit was a
pebble path and fragments of storage jars, and several combed wash ware bowls and
cups.  This unit was more crudely built, and included a bin and a pot. It was entered
through a doorway on its west, which led to still another court (unit 12), with a
hearth. The last structure, a flimsily built room (unit 14) was located on the west side
of the street against the antechamber of the building complex. There was again a
work area to the north of this structure, with a broken storage jar reused as an oven.
This complex of Area C is architecturally quite different from the Period IV
structures on the south mound. The main building of the complex resembles a central
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public structure or a substantial private dwelling unlike clusters of adjacent smaller
domestic units as, for example in Area A Phase 13 (fig. 22) or in Area B (fig. 26).
This is suggested by the definition of its units by the use of the revetted curb as a
unifying architectural element. This element continues through the inner surface of
the antechamber (unit 3), so as to pronounce the transitional character of the room
between the public and private spaces. This room controls the access to the courtyard
within the building, which must be connecting to the other rooms, and in this way
arranging the circulation. The arrangement of courtyards and monocellular structures
around the central building suggests a specialization in work areas and possibly in
work done. This is further supported by the associated ceramics, chipped stone,
bone, and other objects found in the area. In this way different functions are defined
in the space.
b) Area B
Area B is the third largest horizontal exposure. Over 280 m² were excavated,
and three building phases were identified. Phase I was essentially the reuse of some
Period IV structures in Period III (Algaze 1990:189-190). Phase II was the main
architectural phase, dated to Period IVA on stratigraphic and architectural criteria.
Layout and construction technique of the buildings of this phase were cramped like
Period IVA structures in Area A, phases 16-20 on the south mound.
The architecture of the area was as follows:
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As in Area C, there was a street in Area B, which was about 2 m wide, and
was paved with cobbles and pebbles, and sometimes with flagstones on the borders
(fig. 26). The street ran in a south-north direction, for about 15 m. To the south it
bent to the west, and then continued into the unexcavated areas. From that point on it
may have turned to south or west, or branched into two directions. The street was
flanked by buildings. To the west and north of the street were found at least seven
rooms. All three of these rooms that were excavated to the floors were plastered.
Unit 4 was entered through a doorway from the street from east, and contained an
oven that was added at some time later than its original construction. The room was
reconstructed several times, and in one of these reconstructions its walls were
shifted, so that the doorway connecting it to the room immediately to the north (unit
9) was blocked. Unit 9 also was accessed from the street. This room, as unit 15 to its
north, was not excavated fully. To the west of unit 4 were units 10 and 11, which
were initially a single space before they were divided in two by a partition wall. Unit
10 had a hearth, and a doorway leading to the room on its north (unit 12), which was
blocked later. To the west of units 11 and 12 two other rooms were delineated (units
13 and 14), but were left unexcavated.
To the east and south of the street, there was another series of rooms. These
rooms were set in a row in a north-east direction. Five of these rooms were sharing a
single western wall, but were of different sizes. Since some parts of this area were
reused in the following period, their interiors were not very well preserved. Still, the
unit in the corner of the street had a concentration of pebbles, which may have
served as a hearth, and several floors and modifications on the walls show a long use
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life. Another room, unit 7 revealed a cluster of ceramic vessels, and unit 16, which
was excavated only partially, had two completely preserved tripod bowls. This
evidence suggests that this part, as the part to the west and to the north of the street,
had a primarily domestic function.
On the whole Area B was a densely occupied low-status domestic area,
covering an area of 230 m².  Rooms and other structures were very small, and were
all built wall to wall in a cramped way. The walls were constructed of smaller stones,
in a less careful way. In contrast to Area C, where antechambers that lead to
courtyards were observed, Area B did not present courtyards or antechambers; the
streets were the only exterior areas.  Therefore, variation in space in terms of
privacy/public character, control of access to the private spaces, and planning of
circulation pattern is more limited compared to Area C.
In conclusion, Period IV was excavated in a total of approximately 900 m² in
all areas. With the exception of B, all of these areas contained deposits of IVB and
are directly comparable. Area B however, contained structures of Period IVA and is
only partially comparable with the others, especially with Area A where substantial
Period IVA remains were recovered (Algaze 1990: 189). Period IVA architecture in
Area B on the south mound was more like a cramped domestic quarter, similar to
Phase 13 in Area A. Phases 15, and 20 in Area A are also similar in construction
technique, with stone foundations well above floor level. Therefore it seems that the
south mound had a higher density of occupation, unlike the less densely arranged
large structures and open work areas that were typical of the north mound as
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encountered in Area C. Area B is also different from the Phase 14 more massive
structure, which was possibly a public building or a private dwelling in an elite
quarter. The mid-late EB settlement across the site was therefore quite
heterogeneous, with significant differentiation between quarters.
2.2.4 Periods H and I-  EBA-MBA Transition- Kurban III
The Period IV settlement was abandoned around 2100 BC, and then the south
mound was reoccupied after a brief hiatus by a small settlement of about 1 or 2 ha
(Wilkinson 1990:102).
Almost all Period III in the south mound was located in Area D. However,
the north, east, and west edges of Period III occupation were in Areas A, B, and E
respectively, which otherwise yielded little in the way of significant or coherent
architectural remains (Wilkinson 1990: 102).
Area D was the largest exposure with 1900 m². Again, three building phases
were identified. Building Phase III was the final mid-late EB (IVA) phase. This
phase may have been correlating with Area A Phase 20 occupation, but this is not
certain since it was found only in two small probes, beneath Building Phase II.
Building Phase II was the main Period III occupation, and was found in almost all
trenches in Area D. This phase was disturbed especially near the edges of the plateau
by Building Phase I and by ploughing. Building Phase I was dated to the Early
Abbasid period, so is not discussed here.
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To return to the Building Phase II, it had four main subphases (Algaze 1990:
191). In Subphase IIA, the final modifications to the previous phases were made.
The remains from this subphase are scattered.  In Subphases IIB and C most of the
construction activity was done.  Finally, the earliest subphase, IID, was composed of
only a number of pits. At total thirty-nine spatial units were opened. Most of them
were rooms or courtyards with a roughly uniform construction and orientation. Walls
were poorly preserved mudbrick superstructures placed over foundations of
undressed limestone and river cobbles. As in other areas of the site beginning already
in the mid-late EB, these foundations rose well above floor level, in some cases over
a meter high. However, room interiors did not have plastered floors, as normal in the
preceding period. Instead, beaten earth surfaces marked by a high density of sherds,
complete and semi-complete vessels, ground stone objects, as well as numerous
features such as hearths and platforms were very common. Many rooms also
contained benches and buttresses. Despite the relatively small total size of the
settlement, its plan displays a certain degree of planning and spatial organization.
In the plan of the settlement, five sectors can be distinguished (fig. 27).  Four
of these sectors were on the periphery, around one of the sectors at the core.  Sector
1 was thought to be the earliest, because the orientation of this sector was slightly
different from the other buildings, and similar to Period IV buildings. Unit 13, the
entryway, was flanked by walls made of very large limestone boulders, roughly
shaped to form orthostats. A narrow doorway with a flagstone threshold followed,
and led into an antechamber with a flagstone floor or pavement. A short flight of
steps led through a second doorway into an inner room (unit 25) with a similar
flagstone pavement. The west part of this room is unknown, since it was destroyed
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by the Building Phase I structures. Against the west wall of the entrance there was a
small room, possibly a “gatehouse” (unit 37). The entire entryway was separated
from the main complex to the east by an L-shaped hallway (unit 12). The western
edge of the remains, however, was sealed by a layer of rubble which indicates that
little of the structures on the western part of the settlement is preserved.
Undoubtedly, however, the complex did extend in that direction (Algaze 1990: 192).
Sector 2 was located on the northeast periphery of the south mound. This was
an extramural work area, the earliest usage of which was indicated by the Building
Phase IID pits mentioned earlier. This sector (unit 67) was reused in later phases as
well, as shown by the isolated domestic features which were cleared here, including
an oval platform similar to that found in Area A phase 22 (Algaze 1990: fig 25).
Sector 3 was towards the southern periphery. It was separated from the main
excavated complex by an open area (unit 22), and consisted of minor structures in
what was essentially an open-air work area near a north-south aligned pebble-paved
street (unit 36). A single room (unit 34) was paved with flagstones. This room may
have been built originally in Building Phase IIC, but was certainly modified later. In
the open area (unit 35) surrounding unit 34, against the northern exterior wall face of
the room, a circular raised platform made up of cobbles and pebbles over a mud
matrix was found similar to the platforms found in A01 (Algaze 1990: fig. 25).
Around this platform there was a scatter of ceramic vessels.
Sector 4 was on the eastern side. Parts of the eastern slope of the south
mound were indeed occupied in Period III, possibly in a terraced fashion. However,
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Area B gives us more information about this occupation than Area D. The eastern
extent of the settlement is represented by Area B building phase I (fig. 26). It is clear
that several of the Period IVA rooms and courtyards to the east of the street in Area
B (units 5-8) were reused and modified in Period III. The wall flanking the east side
of the street, for example, was rebuilt in this phase along the same orientation as in
the earlier period. Therefore it is possible to say that there was architectural
continuity between Periods IV and III. This suggests that Area B Building Phase I
was constructed in an early phase of Period III. The same buildings may have stayed
in use throughout most of the period. Although the contents of the rooms were
poorly preserved because of the erosion, it is likely that they had a domestic
character as in the preceding period IVA. In short, during Period III, the eastern
sector of the site was a quarter of domestic units.
Sector 5 was at the core and it was the most extensively excavated sector.
The sector was delimited by the entryway to the west, by open work areas to the
southwest and northeast, and by the Area B dwellings to the east. This sector too
seems to have a mainly domestic quarter. The rooms and courtyards were irregularly
shaped and varied in size. They were built around a large central court (unit 71),
which was only partly cleared. Two narrow pebble-paved alleys led from the court
towards the north (unit 8) and south (unit 33). To the east of the northernmost street
or alley, there was a large courtyard and a number of smaller rooms. The courtyard
(units 38, 41) was entered from the street via two doorways, and it was containing
many complete and semi complete barrel shaped vessels and jars. This courtyard was
also accessible to another street or alley (unit 39) through a doorway. The street was
probably extending on both sides of the courtyard.
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There was another block of rooms and courtyards to the west of the northern
street (unit 8) and east of the hallway connected to the entryway complex (unit 12).
The western side rooms were entered from the hallway, and the east side rooms were
entered from the street. In unit 10, which was possibly a courtyard, and in unit 11,
hearths were found. Unit 15 contained benches that lined all of its walls, but there
were only small open vessels found in it.
Another complex of rooms was located to the south and west of the main
court. West of a narrow street passing through it (unit 33) a number of small rooms
were lined. All of the rooms were interconnected, and unit 23 could be entered from
the west (unit 22) through a doorway. Of these rooms, units 19, 23, and 28 contained
a number of compete barrel-shaped vessels and jars. Units 19, 28, and 30 to the south
also contained platforms and benches. Adjacent and connected to units 23 and 28
there was unit 29, a narrow room with a large oval oven. This room also could be
entered from the street or alley (unit 33). To the north of the row of rooms were two
larger, squarish rooms or courts (unit 17, 18). Unit 18 had a stone platform and unit
17 a circular hearth. Unit 17 was accessible by a flight of steps and a doorway from
unit 14, which was one of the spaces around the central court.
Units 32, 27, and 44 formed another row of rooms to the west of the alley.
Both units 32 and 27 were similar to the row of rooms just west of the street in that
they contained stone platforms. Unit 32 was accessible from the street via a
doorway, while units 27 and 44 also were connected by a doorway. Unit 27
contained a large group of complete vessels.
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In trench D38 and unit 69 the only burial of the period was found. This was a
cist grave, and was lined with limestone blocks. However, it was robbed in antiquity,
and only fragments of bones were left. No information is given about the
stratigraphical location of this burial.
Although a more detailed analysis of the stratigraphy, architecture, and
artifactual remains of Kurban Höyük was not published, Period III remains in areas
D, A, B, and E give enough information to conclude that the site was occupied in a
very limited area, which was estimated to be at most about 1 ha. This small size of
the settlement and the domestic character of most units suggest that the Kurban
Höyük settlement on the south mound was a small village, which was formed of
dwelling units apparently organized around a central courtyard, with a number of
open work areas on the periphery. However, the relatively impressive entryway and
its associated structures, as well as the fairly ordered spatial organization of the
settlement point, as the  excavators suggest, to a degree of specialization and
centralization. On the whole, this specialization can be said to be defined spatially,
since ceramic slag, wasters, and lithic debris were concentrated on the smaller
mound, meaning that craft manufacturing was performed in this part of the
settlement (Marfoe 1982: 106).
2.3 Lidar Höyük
Lidar was excavated between 1979-1986 by the Institute for Prehistory of the
University of Heidelberg under the direction of H. Hauptmann. In the course of
excavations, areas were opened on the acropolis, on the western terrace, south of the
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actual settlement and to the east of the modern village of Lidar. In addition, several
soundings surrounding the trenches, and two step trenches on the north and south
slopes of the mound were excavated, which revealed an accumulation of settlement
levels on the 30-m-high mound from the Middle Ages down to the Halaf period
(Hauptmann 1981: 197, 198). EBA finds included buildings on the northern trench
and the area on the western terrace, a pottery production area, and two cemeteries.
2.3.1 Burials
Extensive information about the burial practices in the EBA comes from the
two cemeteries of Lidar. One of these cemeteries was on the western terrace, and the
other was located to the east of the modern village; they will be referred to as
“western” and “eastern” cemeteries respectively. Lidar burials are discussed below,
and relevant information is presented in table 2.
2.3.1.1 Western cemetery
Two chamber graves were found on the western cemetery that can be
associated with other grave types in the middle Euphrates area, at Tell Hadidi, and
Tawi, and in the Islahiye region at Gedikli and Tilmen Höyük (Hauptmann 1982:
18). The Lidar graves were each measuring 2.5 x 1.6 m on the outside and 2.3 x 0.8
m on the inside. They consisted of chambers covered and closed at their entrances by
megalithic stone blocks. They were oriented north/northeast-south/southwest and
were out of alignment on the south/southwest façade (Hauptmann 1982: 18). A total
of twenty-five burials was identified in these graves (Hauptmann 1983: 255).
Secondary burials were placed at the back of the chambers and in the dromos with
their burial gifts. Near the front there was a probably female skeleton in contracted
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position. The grave goods consisted of many bronze pins, including toggle pins. For
the latest burials  “Grey spiral-ring burnished ware” and vessels with reserved slip in
horizontal bands were common. “Black burnished vessels with white-encrusted
incised markings” were also present. The excavator assigns these pottery types to the
EDIII period (Hauptmann 1982: 18).  Two pits that are suggested as belonging to the
chamber graves were also excavated; one of the pits was filled with ashes, and the
other with broken pots (Hauptmann 1983, 255).
2.3.1.2 Eastern Cemetery
 Initially, 27 undisturbed cist graves were brought to light in the eastern
cemetery (Hauptmann 1982: 18, 1983: fig. 11). The cists were carefully constructed
with limestone slabs, and measured ca. 1.60 x 1.00 m. The graves were oriented
northeast-southwest, and contained burials in contracted position with their heads to
the east. Vessels were placed beside the bodies, which could number as many as
fifteen. Gifts other than pottery were rare, and consisted of objects like bronze arm-
rings, pins, and limestone or mussel pendants. While Hauptmann (1982:18) thinks
that the quantity of pottery indicates a long period of use, he attributes the graves to
the older EBA. For instance, the handmade pedestal vase with red-violet paint was
typical for EDII in the settlement of Lidar, and at Tell Braq, Germaniye and Tell
Chuera in Syria.
60 further burials of the EBA in the extended excavation area were
investigated in the following excavation season (Hauptmann 1983: 255). These were
again stone cists, with the same orientation. Among these burials, 16 of the 18 well
preserved adult graves were placed in cists, up to 1.5 m long and 0.80 m wide.
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Vessels, beads, limestone rings, bronze pins, and two stone axes were among the
finds in these adult graves. The accompanying vessels suggest that the burials
belonged to the first phase of the EBA at Lidar, the EBII. Child burials were in
smaller cists, about 0.65-0.90 m long and 0.45-0.50m wide, covered with a stone
slab (Hauptmann 1983:255).
Five graves were larger than the others, being 2 m long and 2.7 m wide. The
excavator dates the graves to the latest phase of the EBA at the settlement of Lidar,
which in this case, is EBA III. These graves were in some ways different from the
others. First of all, they consisted of dry walling, with roughly cut stones smaller
than the stone slabs used in other cists. In one of these larger graves, 38 vessels and
five knob-headed pins were found, making it richer in grave goods compared to the
smaller cists.
In the publications, the exact find spots of the graves that are discussed above
were not given in detail, and no distinction was made between the earlier and later
tombs in relation to their places on the site. However, the graves investigated from
the 1983 on indicate distinct placements. The eastern cemetery is discussed in two
parts, the north area and the south area. The north area housed the earlier burials
(Hauptmann 1984:227, 228). Here, the graves were closely placed to each other.
They were in the form of the usual cist tombs, constructed of four stone slabs,
dovetailed into one another by mortises 3 cm. deep, and covered with roofing slabs.
The largest of them was about 1.3 m long and 1.02 m wide. The burials were in a
contracted position, with their heads to the northwest. 40 of the 45 burials found in
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this area were placed in cists, 13 of which were adults, and 26 belonged to children.
Pots were the only goods to accompany the burials.
In the south area on the other hand, the graves were further apart. They were
larger; the largest measured 3.12 x 1.5 m. They were more elaborately constructed of
dry walls roofed with slabs, and the entrances on the west were blocked with other
slabs. Only four of these graves were investigated, all of which were robbed, leaving
no information about the burial goods. These are similar to the larger tombs
discussed above, and like them belong to the later EBA (Hauptmann 1984:228).
The assignment of the north area to the older EBA, and the south area to the
later EBA is a consequence of the investigation of the pottery coming from these
graves. The vessels coming from the north area are of the same types as those
coming from the oldest levels of the settlement area and with the oldest products of
the potters’ quarter, as observed in similar potters’ marks. The large graves of the
south area are of the later EBA, and are compared to the graves of Titriş, Tell
Hammam and Halawa, and the hypogeum of Til Barsip (Hauptmann 1984:228).
By the addition of 69 new burials in the last season of excavation in the
eastern cemetery area, the total number of the EBA burials found reached 205
(Hauptmann 1987: 206). 65 of these 69 burials were found in the northern area and 4
in the south area.
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The burials found in the north area were in stone cists as usual. 31 of them
were child burials, with the head to the northwest. Grave goods consisted of a few
bronze pins and bracelets, and pottery finds consisted mostly of bowls and pedestal
simple plain ware, often red painted, of the EBII period.
In the south area, 4 chamber tombs up to 2.5 m long and 1.5 m wide were
regularly constructed of limestone blocks and large roofing slabs, and with openings
on the south closed with large slabs. The many vessels found in the graves consisted
of bowls, beakers, bottles and tripod jugs, corresponding to the finds from the latest
EBA levels in the settlement and the last horizon of the Potter’s Quarter. These are
dated to the EBIII like the finds from the hypogeum of Til Barsip.
Hauptmann points that the two cemeteries at Lidar  “by their differences in
furnishing show clear evidence of social classes” (1982: 18). The differences
between the smaller northern area burials of the EBII and the larger southern area
burials of the EBIII period are clearly shown by the information given above. The
burials to the north are closely packed together, and are constructed of slabs
dovetailed into each other; the south burials are spaced further apart, and are
constructed of dry walling. In addition, the burials of each period are also
differentiated among themselves, by their size, and by the quality and quantity of the
accompanying gifts. The group of EBII burials of the Eastern cemetery with smaller
size (1.30 x 1.02 largest) contain pottery only as grave goods, whereas the larger
graves (averaging 1.60 x 1) contain bronze objects in addition (table 2). The middle
group (1.5 x 0.80 largest) on the other hand contains pottery, beads and other stone
objects, but not bronze. The two EBIII chamber graves of the western cemetery are
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larger (2.50 x 1.60) than the largest of the cist group of the same period in the eastern
cemetery (2.50 x 1.50). The former group contain bronze pins in addition to pottery,
while the second does not. In overall cists are poorer than shafts (cf. Hauptmann
1993: 12). All these differences in size, construction, location, and associated goods
among the burials, both within and among the periods, support the existence of
social classes in the EBA at Lidar.
2.3.2 Architecture
Published information concerning architecture is less extensive compared to
the burials. However, there is enough information to maintain that architectural
remains both from the EBII and EBIII were brought to light.
The earliest phase of the EBA was reached in the step trench. This phase was
founded directly on the gravel beds of the river (Hauptmann 1984:227). The steep
bank above the river housed a mudbrick fortification wall, preserved to a height of
15 courses. Two different measures are given as the width of this defensive wall,
1.20 m and 2 m (Hauptmann 1984: 227, 1983: 255).  Three rooms abutted the wall
on its inner side, one of which held a characteristic hearth slab with a central
fireplace. The light colored Syrian pottery corresponds to the oldest layer of potter’s
kilns and to the grave goods of the oldest cists in the cemeteries of Lidar and Titriş
(Hauptmann 1984: 227).
Again belonging to the earliest phase of the EBA in the step trench, a room
with stone foundations and mudbrick superstructure was found (Hauptmann
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1982:17). The room was 2.5 m wide, with 0.4 m wide walls. Against its outer wall a
rectangular hearth was built. On the western terrace, there was a two roomed house
of the same period (Hauptmann 1982:17). The western room of this house measured
4 x 4 m, and the eastern room 4.5 x 2 m. The eastern room featured a round hearth.
Dating of this level is not given clearly in the publications. However, it reveals light-
coloured fine Syrian wares, and hand-made violet-brown painted pottery, and the
excavator notes that the latter are “reminiscent in their decoration of the oldest EB
painted ware of the Upper Euphrates in the Gelincik phase (EBIb)” (Hauptmann
1982:17). This places the level in the older EBA, to use the excavator’s terms, which
must in this case be EBA II period, as this is the earliest period mentioned in the
publications.
The information supplied from two other building levels of the “oldest EBA”
in the step trench supports this. The plain simple ware, and “dark red paint in rows of
filled triangles” on pedestal cups from these levels were “also attested in the oldest
level of the potter’s quarter and in the oldest graves of the necropolises of Lidar and
Titriş”, which date to EBII (Hauptmann 1983:255). These levels revealed two
successive one-room houses with round hearths.
Later levels revealed a large room with massive stone walls constructed in a
fish bone pattern (Hauptmann 1985:204). The room measured 5.6 x 2.8 m. The level
is dated to EBIII as it had in its debris late 3rd mill pottery, an EDIII bone cylinder
seal, and the head of a limestone figure “which can be compared to similar statuettes
and limestone reliefs of the early historical period in Southeastern Turkey and in
North Syria” (Hauptmann 1985:204, 205).
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Two latest EBA levels were also identified in the step trench, below the
MBA levels. The latest building phase of the EBIII was characterized by small-scale
houses with ovens, including a pithos burial (Hauptmann 1987). There is not much
definition of the architectural remains from this period, but it is noted that the rooms
had stone walls that included fragments of pottery arranged in herringbone formation
(Hauptmann 1984: 227). The potsherds included in the matrix of these walls were
coming from the debris of the neighbouring potter’s quarter.
2.3.3 The Potter’s Quarter
One of the important findings of the excavations at Lidar was an area that
was devoted to the production of pottery. This area was on the western terrace, and is
referred to as the “Potter’s Quarter”, characterized by kilns and pottery refuse. A
total of 19 kilns was found in 4 strata, together with fragments of all kinds of pottery
attested at Lidar, from simple plain ware to metallic wares, proving that the area was
used as a production area throughout Lidar’s EBA occupation (Hauptmann 1987:
205, 206; 1984). The kilns included a series of 4 large U-shaped ovens oriented east-
west, measuring 5.2 m long and 2.2 m wide (Hauptmann 1983: 255). The ovens had
domed firing chambers, which were still filled with many vessels and rejects; and
remains of unfired pots lay outside.
Two rows of 3 kilns with a simple horseshoe shape, originally roofed over
with a vault, and with combined firebox and firing chambers in two different levels
were among the finds from the Potter’s Quarter (Hauptmann 1985: 205). An oven
with two firing chambers and a firebox separated by a grate, with a platform
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measuring 4.5 x 3 m, preserved up to a height of 1.1 m., and another oven with the
same form, measuring 3 x 3.5 m, with separated stoking chambers were examples for
the oven types. To these can be added a row of three ovens, two of which had firing
chambers separated by a central partition within a rectangular base. These latter two
structures were 5.4 and 5.2 m long and 2.7 and 3.2 m wide respectively. Another
horseshoe shaped oven, was one of the largest examples with a length of 6.2 m and
breadth of 3.2 m. A set of 2 ovens (5 x 3.2 m), which served as an emplacement for a
similar group in the preceding level overlay a further horizon of large ovens
belonging to the oldest level. The mass of sherds forming the refuse adds to the
picture already obtained of plain Syrian wares with incised, painted and ‘reserved
slip’ decoration, with numerous anthropomorphic and zoomorphic terracottas. The
products of the horizons of the Potter’s Quarter correspond to the wares coming from
the EBA settlement and the necropolis (Hauptmann 1985: 205).
All of these kilns fit into two basic types. Type 1 is a simple domed oven in
horseshoe shape with combined firing chamber and firebox. Type 2 kilns had double
firing chambers, a service passage for storing, and a firebox separated by a grate.
The oldest level of the quarter was founded directly on the alluvium (Hauptmann
1987: 206). The pottery coming from this area gives direct parallels with the
ceramics of the oldest level of the settlement and of older cist graves of the acropolis
(Hauptmann 1987:206).
Data concerning burials and architecture that Lidar provides make it possible
to comment that social differences existed at the settlement. The burials in the
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cemeteries reveal variations. While the EBII cist tombs are smaller in size, roughly
about 1.5 x 1 m., the EBIII examples are notably larger, mostly over 2 m. long. The
burials of the two periods were also constructed in different techniques. While the
EBII tombs were built of large slabs, EBIII burials were built of roughly shaped
smaller stones. The number, type, and variety of the grave goods are not constant in
all burials: some of the burials contained only pots, others contained bronze pins,
limestone rings, pendants in addition to pottery; and sometimes objects like stone
axes. It seems that even the burial type was not always standardized: exceptions are
two burial pits around the two EBA cist tombs; and the pithos burial found in one of
the EBIII small-scale houses.
The existence of a distinct pottery production area that stayed in use
throughout the EBA settlement, indicating definite social stratification, is another
sign of complexity. Kilns show that a specialization in production existed through all
EBA periods at Lidar, and they were spatially marked by separate architecture. This
suggests that other types of spatial differentiation based on specialized production
activity may have also existed.
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CHAPTER III
 COMPARANDA: TWO CASE STUDIES
Before a final evaluation of the three discussed sites in the Urfa area, two
other sites, Değirmentepe and Tell Taya will be presented below, in order to supply
comparanda.
3.1 Değirmentepe
Değirmentepe was a mound located 24 km northeast of Malatya, and 50 m
south of Euphrates. The site was excavated as a part of METU Lower Euphrates
Salvage Project, by the Prehistory Department of İstanbul University, under the
direction of Ufuk Esin (Esin 1981a: 91).  In the site, findings of Middle Ages,
Byzantine, Iron Age, early MBA, EBA I, and Chalcolithic Ubaid periods were
encountered. However, although the existence of EBA material was attested, the
period was not found in defined levels, due to destruction of these by floodings of
the Euphrates (Esin and Arsebük 1983: 73, 75). The Chalcolithic period on the other
hand was well-preserved, and this period will be summarized here, since it sets an
example of a settlement with functions known to us, so that its architectural layout
and social parameters can be compared to those sites that are the main concern of
this study.
An area of about 1000 m² was excavated, yielding an informative part of the
settlement. Three building levels of the Chalcolithic period were identified,
characterized by rectangular buildings of thick mudbrick walls without stone
foundations (Esin 1981b: 40; fig. 28). Dating was mainly based on the numerous
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Ubaid paint decorated pottery, Coba bowls, and less common Dark Faced Burnished
Wares (Esin 1981b: 39).
To the south and west, where the edges of the settlement were reached, a
thick mudbrick wall surrounding the buildings was found. On the southmost of the
settlement the exterior walls of the building complexes become part of this
surrounding wall, widened by use of indentations (Esin and Harmankaya 1988: 90).
The architecture of the enclosed settlement had an agglutinative character, but
building units can be distinguished. These units basically consisted of a large room
at the center on to which were attached wings composed of rows of smaller rooms,
so as to form a roughly symmetrical, tri-partite plan. Some of the rooms may have
had two stories as suggested by rectangular or circular holes on the walls carved out
for beams.
Nine tri-partite building units can be distinguished (plan fig. 28: numbered 1-
9 here, corresponding respectively to buildings with central rooms FC, I, DU, GK,
EL, EC, DO, FD, and BC in Esin and Harmankaya 1988: fig. 2). These units make
up most of the wall remains excavated. All the other walls must have belonged to
these units, added to them in course of time, whenever there was need for more
space and to the extent that the available space allowed, resulting in a dense
settlement layout. The walls of the building to the northmost of the excavated area
was not totally exposed, so it is not possible to arrive at certain conclusions, but it
wouldn’t be too unrealistic to say that they formed parts of rooms that were attached
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to a central room to their west, so that this would be another tri-partite building, with
other attached rooms to further to the west.
The furnishings of the building units and finds from them are quite
interesting. In the central room of unit 1 (FC) were red wall paintings. There was a
rectangular altar of about 1.2x1 m in the middle of the room, with traces of yellowish
orange paint on top. Associated with the altar were pits and burnt animal bones. One
of the attached rooms (ET) featured a mudbrick storage bin, grinding stones, copper
pieces, clay pottery sealings, bone tools, and a marble ball.
On the walls of room BI, one of the rooms that flanked room I (unit 2), sun
and point motifs were painted in red and black frames on white plaster. A baby
skeleton was buried under the floor, in a Dark Faced Burnished Ware pot.
The central room of unit 3 (DU) had two mudbrick podiums, one oval, and
one rectangular. Three pits for sacrifices were filled with burnt soil, bones, ash,
pottery, and sealings. Seals, a terracotta animal figurine fragment, stone beads, loom
weights, and red on white wall paintings on the west wall are to be mentioned. In
room EK, attached to room DU, was also a pit for sacrifices, its contents including a
pot with a baby burial in it.
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Room GK of unit 4 was the largest to be found. It also had white plastered
walls on the interior, with traces of red wall paintings on the east wall. Grinding and
burnishing stones, clay rectangular storage spaces, traces of paint and fire, bones,
ashes, masses of yellow and red paint were found around the room.  The latter of
these may be indicating an altar, but this area was destroyed by the IA pits, so it is
not possible to attest this with certainty. Ubaid pottery, stone stamp seals, axes, loom
weights, clay bullae and pottery sealings, stone jewellery, bone tools and pins were
among other finds. Human and bull motives appeared on some of the sealings.
Room EL of unit 5 was suggested to be a temple like room EE of unit 6, as it
included similar finds: an altar/hearth with traces of red paint in the middle, an oven
on the corner, traces of red wall paintings on white plastered walls, and pottery
sealings. Room FS on the wing may have been used as a workshop, as it had many
flint tools, and a basalt ball.
Room EE of unit 6 had walls plastered white on the interior. On this plaster,
sun and tree motifs and points were painted in small rectangular frames in orange
and dark brown paint. The room also included a mudbrick altar of large dimensions
(1.1 x 0.9 m), covered with an orange paint mixed with soil on the top and around.
Heavily burnt animal bones were found to the southwest of the altar. On the west, a
monumental horseshoe shaped oven with an internal diameter of 1.25 m was set on a
0.20-m-high mudbrick platform. Just south of the oven was a pit for sacrifices, in
which heavily burnt animal bones were found. A stamp seal made of black stone,
and clay pottery sealings were among other finds. Under the floor of room EC,
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which was a part of the wings flanking room EE, was a baby skeleton in a Dark
Faced Burnished pot. A child skull was also found on the floor of DF, another room
on the wings.
The central room of unit 8 (FD) included an altar in the middle and benches.
There was an oven in one the rooms to its east.
The excavators think that the furnishings of the central rooms (wall paintings,
altar, animal bones) of building units 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 8, and probably 4, indicate that
they were temples. These temples were grouped in two; the first group consisted of
temples with altars, and the second both with altars and ovens. Sun motifs on wall
paintings, plant, rosette, sun motifs on seals, stag, snake, scorpion, bull, eagle, and
human depictions were thought to symbolise deities to whom these cult buildings
were dedicated. The associated wings of the temples were used as workshops and
dwellings, and some of them were used for storage. However, these workshops seem
to have had a more important function than ascribed to them as service spaces for
temples. They include two flint workshops marked by thousands of small flint tools
(Esin and Arsebük 1983: 77), located not in the tri-partite buildings, but in spaces
that could be unroofed, adjacent to the buildings. There is also evidence for a
workshop for seal making. Still more noticeable are the areas associated with copper
production.
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In figure 29 are shown finds that constitute evidence for copper production.
These include furnaces, copper slags, crucibles, copper pieces, and ore pieces. The
concentration of these finds suggests that especially units 2 and 9 were associated
with copper processing. Unit 2 can be interpreted as a dwelling whose residents were
occupied with copper production. Unit 9 on the other hand could have been a
workshop devoted to copper processing, with no domestic function. Copper ovens in
rooms of unit 9 (in BM, DT, and DH) support this interpretation.
The other units too, while not displaying the same concentration, have
furnaces, and signs to show that they were also associated with copper production.
This picture calls into mind the possibility that the buildings, and for that matter the
settlement itself, was devoted to copper production, accommodating the inhabitants
occupied with a specialised industrial activity. This assumption is reasonable: the
buildings discussed above are more likely to have been dwellings with workshop
areas rather than temples. If the temple explanation is to be accepted, then it means
that six or seven units out of a total of nine would be temples, which looks more than
reasonable. At this point we must return to the tri-partite plan type of these building
units.
The tri-partite layout was not a local Anatolian type. It is known from north
Mesopotamian sites such as Tepe Gawra, Telul eth-Thalathat, and Tell Maddhur
(Breniquet 1991). Değirmentepe is the northenmost site where this plan type is
attested. At northern Mesopotamian sites, tri-partite buildings have been identified as
houses. At Yümüktepe, another Anatolian site where they were found, they were
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interpreted reasonably by Breniquet (1991) to be dwellings for extended families, as
a solution to changing social conditions. It is clear that the central room of the
building was the first to be built in the layout, with the flanking rooms attached later
in the construction operation, perhaps when need arose by the addition of new social
units to the nuclear family.
With this background on tri-partite layout, the architectural style of
Değirmentepe can be termed intrusive. In addition to the plan type, the construction
technique is another hint. No stone foundations were used in mudbrick buildings,
while they were so common in Anatolian architecture. Mudbrick constructions
without stone foundations were standard in Mesopotamia, where stone was not an
abundant building material. These may be suggesting that the settlers were foreigners
from Mesopotamia, who preferred to build their houses in line with what they were
accustomed to. In this case it can be reasonable to think that Degirmentepe buildings
were dwellings, with parts devoted to religious activities, which the inhabitants may
have been in need of while away from home.  The evidence that points to the site as
a copper production center explains the purpose of the settlers for being there.
Finds included in the buildings, such as Ubaid pottery, stamp seals with
mythological scenes, clay pottery sealings and bullae, tools of terracotta, stone, flint,
and bone, together with the architectural plan itself, suggest that the inhabitants were
closely related to the economy and administration of the settlement (Esin and
Arsebük 1983: 71).  A stone stamp seal found in one of the wings which had the
same pattern with some clay sealings found in the same building, is a further support
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to this (Esin and Arsebük 1983: 76). They prove that the inhabitants had control over
goods that were stored and registered to be traded, which in this case must have been
copper products.
All of the building units in the settlement fit into this picture, as they were
similar in plan, as well as furnishings and objects found in them were similar. Only
unit 9 may have been somewhat different, in that it includes more furnaces, both in
its central room and in the attached rooms. The unit may have been a copper
workshop, without dwelling units, rather than a dwelling that incorporated
workshops. This differentiation in function is paralleled with differentiation in
architectural layout. The rooms attached to the central room BC, especially those
including a furnace (eg DH) are considerably larger than the standard attachments,
so that the overall layout is perceived as long rectangular spaces located side by side,
rather than a tri-partite building with a large central room. This unit does not include
elements with religious association, like altars or wall paintings, either. All of the
other units, except for unit 2 and 7 had both altars and wall paintings; unit 2 and 7
had wall paintings only. Of these two, unit 7 was not excavated completely, and unit
2, just south of unit 9, produced the densest concentration of copper related finds.
The case may be that these two units, with heavier industrial activity, were not as
suitable as other units with relatively more residential area to house a corner devoted
to religious activity.
In summary, the Ubaid settlement of Değirmentepe was a well-controlled
settlement, formed of enclosed dense buildings with well-defined functions, matched
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with well-defined architecture. The evidence suggests that the family units must have
been socially equal. The character of the settlement, because it is intrusive, is clearly
perceived. With this particular characteristic, the site supplies us with a valid
argument with respect to the way in which architecture reflects social structure.
3.2 Tell Taya
Tell Taya is located on the lower slopes of a range of hills overlooking the
wide Tell ’Afar plain in northwest Iraq (Reade 1982: 72). The site was investigated
by the British School of Archaeology at Iraq under the direction of J. Reade (Reade
1982: 73). Since the stone foundations of the buildings were visible on the surface, it
was possible to reveal large areas of the settlement without extensive excavations.
As a result, a large 3rd millennium settlement with an estimated population of about
20,000 people was brought into light. Therefore Tell Taya sets a very good example
for comparison with Anatolian sites that are discussed in this thesis, belonging to the
same period and a similar geographical and political context.
The settlement was arranged around a 9 m high mound, marked by a strong
circular wall built in the 3rd millennium. The exposed buildings belong to Taya level
9, which is dated around 2400 BC (Reade 1973: 156).  The wall was composed of 3-
m-high stone footings with mudbrick superstructure, 2 m of which survived. This
wall was 1.6 m wide originally when it was built in level 9, but was doubled by the
addition of an outer skin constructed in the same way in level 8. It had a diameter
just under 50 m, and internal projections for reinforcement (Reade 1973: 157).
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Excavations on the central mound revealed parts of a gatehouse and two
monumental buildings that had presumably faced each other across an open space in
the middle. One of these two buildings had a characteristic bent-axis temple plan,
and contained fittings and objects such as faience beads, often associated with
temples (Reade 1982: 73). The levels within the enclosure contained ample pottery,
with evidence for successive temporary abandonments within the 3rd millennium
sequence (Reade 1982: 73)5.
Excavations away from the central mound gave a broad picture of the town’s
development in the 3rd millennium (Reade 1982: 75). The town occupied 155 ha in
all in this period, 65 ha of which had particularly dense remains (Reade 1982: 75;
fig. 30). The inner town, a roughly semicircular area of about 3.5 ha also with a
fortified wall, surrounded the central mound to the west, and a much larger, but less
dense area outside this wall made up the Outer Town (Reade 1973: 157). According
to the level 9 sherds found all around the area, it seems that the town had grown and
came to an end abruptly, as in the case of Titriş.
As a whole the town was characterized by dense building, with streets
connecting blocks within the settlement. The Outer Town can be said to be less
                                                          
5 One of the Outer Town buildings that was excavated completely is another sign of the
abandonments that took place throughout the third millennium (Reade 1982: 77). This building was
composed of rooms arranged around a roughly square courtyard. One of the rooms was leading to a
funerary vault sealed by a stone. Inside were three skeletons, fewer than it should have contained if
the house hadn’t been abandoned.
74
dense only in comparison with the Inner Town. Streets were laid out throughout the
settlement without a strict pattern. Main streets were arranged in a roughly radiant
scheme, directed to the citadel, with side streets branching from them, in some places
in the form of blind alleys. At one stage there seem to have been more side streets
that were built over as the town grew, and the less useful routes were abandoned.
Main streets were blocked in four places by curving walls at the edge of the dense
settlement (Reade 1973:158; in squares Rcc, Tcc, Vbb, Zx in plan fig. 30, sheets 1,
2, 3, 4, 5, 6). These walls were not in an organic relationship to the adjacent walls of
the buildings; they were more massive. One of the curving walls was on a rise
crossed by the main north-south street, and joined on the west (Ubb) a block of
stonework which probably belonged to a staircase, or even a tower. These walls
seems to have been built in order to control entry and exit to and from the settlement
on the boundaries, functioning in the absence of a surrounding wall like those around
the Inner Town and the citadel.
It is possible that an earlier and more precise boundary is represented by a
line of walls that later remained within the dense area. The line of walls runs north-
east from Px to Qy, and reappears going east across Wadi Taya in Sy, and continues
veering south to east, to East Wadi in Yu. This line did not comprise a single wall,
but the units it consisted of differed from the walls abutting on them. They were
constructed of larger stones, and were 1 m wide rather than the standard 0.5 m, and
so were presumably higher than most walls. Walls on this scale sometimes also
surrounded the large enclosures in the outskirts, and a possibly military area
southwest of the walled town. If these were built for defensive purposes, an open
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space in the front would be needed for them to function properly. However, there is
not such a space, and if ever there was, it was overlaid by new buildings on the
outside. Even so, these outside buildings, at least between the two wadis, tend to
form a series of layers reflecting the same alignment (eg Wy, Xx) and possibly
representing successive stages in the growth of the town.
Access to particular buildings was either directly from the street, or through
blind alleys into the middle of a building complex (Reade 1973: 160). Entrances to
houses were set back at places, or flanked by unusually thick walls (Ty, Vx, Xv, Xx,
Zs). Entrances to blind alleys could be flanked by thick walls too, or partially
blocked cross-walls, as if there were doors across them (Ty, Ux, Ys).
The buildings themselves were not uniform in size, and they also
demonstrated differences in type (Reade 1973: 160). Four different types of
buildings can be distinguished. The first type of buildings was comprised of large
units with thick walls and wide ranges of rooms round great central courtyards. The
buildings in Ws98 and Xt19 are examples. These may be representing rich or official
establishments which, while outside the walled town, required easy communication
with it.
The second type of building was again of impressive scale. Examples are
those situated beyond east wadi, on Zu13 (Reade 1973: plate 64a). Located more to
the untidy area to its south and southeast than with the town center, an area may have
been functioning as an industrial quarter of the town, as it presented a considerable
scatter of kiln debris.  The same is also seen on BBq and Yw. The uniformity and
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quality of Taya 9 pottery points to the existence of specialized potters, expected to
concentrate in a single area. The location of the buildings in Yr00 in the same area
suggests that they may have been functioning as accommodation for activities that
require a regular water supply, such as dying, tanning, mudbrick making, pottery
manufacturing, as this area is by the river bed.  The third type of building was
sampled in Uv57 and Sw79. These were two oblong, massive buildings, which may
have been shrines, as they have such distinctive plans (Reade 1973: 160, 161). The
fourth type of buildings is clearly residential, coming in three groups each with
different scales. The first group of residential buildings was in the form of complexes
of rooms enclosed on one or all sides by apparent single walls up to 25 or 40 m long
(eg. Uy, Qaa). The second group involved courtyard houses, often some 15-20 m²
large (eg Ucc, Vx), and the third group small houses with a few rooms only (eg Sz,
Wv).
Courtyard and smaller houses of the second and third groups may have come
out as a result of subdivision of the larger complexes of the first group. The
buildings in Tx97 are an example suggesting this possibility.  If this was the case, the
subdivision of the large houses might be showing a shift from extended to nuclear
families, the opposite of the situation at the Ubaid settlement of Değirmentepe, in
which the plans of the residential buildings suggested expanding families. On the
other hand, this subdivision can simply be the consequence of increase of value of
land as the town grew and became denser.
It is reasonable to expect industrial specialization in a settlement of this scale.
Indeed, chips of flint, some cores, and arrow heads, were found on Uhh, and a
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thinner scatter on Tee, to the northern outskirts of the town, suggesting an area of
flint-knapping.
It is probable that some activity related to building industry also existed,
taking the amount of standardized construction into consideration. It was not
possible to identify the exact places for this purpose, but as mentioned above, the
buildings at the bank in Yr might be a possibility.
Potteries must have been working, as suggested by the uniformity and quality
of the sherds found all over the settlement, especially of level 9 type. It is improbable
that all –indeed any- of the pottery was homemade.
Administrative activity is evidenced by the differentiation in the site. It is
almost certain that the buildings within the high settlement were administrative, in
accordance with the common pattern. The large buildings oriented to the citadel are
also possible administrative buildings.
It is clear that long distance commerce was an important activity of the EBA
sites in this region, as well as in Southeastern Anatolia. Probably, the main reason of
such development in all of these sites in this areas was a result of their strategic
importance of their locations in relation to the routes through which the trade
between Anatolia and Mesopotamia took place. The impressive buildings located out
of the citadel could be the residents of rich inhabitants, who were possibly traders,
especially of imported and exported goods. In addition, there must have been
villages around the town that were in mutual relationship with the site, supporting
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the town by agriculture and animal husbandry, contributing to the active life of the
town.
As a whole, Tell Taya is a good example to understand patterns of town
planning in the 3rd millennium, along with Titriş. Major traffic arteries of the town,
with open spaces dispersed around the area, side streets, and blind alleys connecting
houses of various sizes give the impression of a well organized town with a definite
hierarchy in its architecture. Buildings that were probably small temples at the street
junctions, industrial areas like potteries and the flint-knapping quarter were elements
that would be expected to take place in such a town.
These characteristics of the town are also applicable to assess its architectural
complexity, since they can be suitably applied to criteria used for this purpose. These
criteria include such issues as planning, separation of private and public spaces, and
of spaces with different functions, differentiation in size, and access control. As
discussed above, the town involved different types of buildings according to
function, such as administrative, residential, religious, and industrial. Differentiation
is also observed between the plan types and size of these various types of buildings.
Moreover, different buildings of the same type are not uniform either; for example,
residential units come in three different plan types and size.
Access control, one of the most distinctive components of architectural
complexity, is particularly evidenced here. Access to the citadel, presumably the
administrative/political center of the town, is clearly limited by the citadel wall. The
same applies to the Inner Town, which is also surrounded by a wall. The Outer Town
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on the other hand, although lacking a wall, is controlled by lines of walls that, being
thicker and stronger, can be followed in the plans. The access to the site as a whole is
checked by the semicircular obstructs built at the end of the streets. As for the
buildings themselves, certain circulation patterns can also be noticed here; as for
example, in the courtyard house type, where different rooms are arranged to create
different ease of access from the outside. House entrances set back, and thick walls
that flank the entrance to house complexes are other examples of access control for
houses. Blind alleys are used as another way of arranging circulation patterns, and in
some instances they are flanked by unusually thick walls too. In places the signs of
control is even more pronounced by the addition of partially blocked cross-walls,
possibly with doors across them.
With all these characteristics, we have Tell Taya as an excellent example to
test architectural complexity, and to compare with other incidences under discussion.
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CHAPTER IV
RELATIONS BETWEEN ARCHITECTURE AND SOCIAL
ORGANIZATION IN EARLY BRONZE AGE SITES IN THE
URFA AREA
Having described the relevant information about Titriş, Kurban, and Lidar,
and presented Değirmentepe and Tell Taya to compare and contrast these sites, we
will attempt to focus on spatial analysis.
Architecturally, Taya stands in contrast with Değirmentepe with respect to its
layout and arrangement of the building units in relation to complexity. To begin
with, building units at Taya are variable. This variation is observed in both the size
and the type of the units. The architectural plans of dwellings are distinguished from
the plans of administrative, religious, and industrial buildings. Each type of plan was
designed according to the type of the activity intended to take place in the building.
In addition, the characteristic size of each type is different, and this differentiation
also exists among particular elements of a type. At Değirmentepe on the other hand,
industrial, religious, and presumably administrative activities took place in the same
built environment that also served as the dwelling, that is the tri-partite building.
This uniformity of planning is paralleled by the uniformity of size; differentiation in
sizing is negligible. To this contrast between the building units of the two
settlements, we can add the differences in architectural layout in which they were
set. While at Taya the building units were incorporated into the settlement in
coherence with other elements of a typical town such as streets, open spaces, alleys
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and the like, the tri-partite buildings of Değirmentepe were set against each other
without any perceivable planning. Arrangements to control access to architectural
elements, ranging from the settlement itself to the single dwelling units noticeable in
plans of Taya, such as blind alleys, curved walls, and structures flanking the
entrances are also absent at Değirmentepe.
In these respects, Titriş is similar to Taya. The settlement at Titriş shows
building units set in a well-organized pattern of streets and open spaces. These
building units vary in plan type in relation to their function, as in Taya.
Administrative buildings, dwellings, and sickle-blade workshops are discernible. The
locations of each type of these buildings also call into mind a hierarchical
arrangement: the administrative buildings take place on the acropolis, the dwellings
in the Lower and Outer Towns, and the workshops in the suburbs. Recalling that the
buildings in the suburbs also had domestic features, one can think that dwellings of
the people engaged with production of blades were also here, pointing to a social
stratification among the inhabitants of the settlement. The suburban neighborhood is
more scattered, especially when compared to the dense settlement of the Lower and
Outer towns. This issue of spatial hierarchy, as discussed before, can also be
observed between the Lower and Outer Towns. According to data coming from the
intramural burials, it is possible to assess the wealth of the inhabitants of both
quarters. To judge from the grave goods, the inhabitants of the Lower Town, which
is in closer proximity to the acropolis, seem to have been wealthier than the
inhabitants of the Outer Town. Some seemingly special goods, such as bronze pikes,
appear only in the Lower Town burials. In accordance, the buildings of the Lower
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Town are larger than the buildings of the Outer Town although they are dwellings of
the same plan type.
The plan of the individual dwelling units in the town is another aspect where
we can point to signs of architectural complexity. The clear division of the two parts
in each unit is accentuated by the double partition walls. The two parts are also
different in planning, and presumably in function. The circulation pattern within
each house is also more complicated than in the Değirmentepe buildings.
In addition to the complexity and variation observed in the Titriş houses, and
the differences among the intramural burials within these houses, the burials in the
cemetery areas give us another clue for social differentiation. According to the
proposed spatial hierarchy of the settlement, intramural burials are indicators of
inhabitants who had higher status in comparison to the owners of the extramural
burials. This conclusion is also the outcome of common sense; the space in the dense
settlement area must have been of higher value. This is supported by the smaller size
of cist tombs in the cemetery areas, and the proportionally poorer burial gifts,
without any exceptional objects, apart from the violin-shaped figurines. These
figurines are explained as the indicators of foreign owners, who might have been
kept out of the town walls, so that the social complexity of the settlement is enriched
by the addition of ethnic components.
Kurban Höyük is another example of the settlements where architectural
complexity is expressed, again very far away from the uniformity of the building
units of Değirmentepe. The architectural remains of the Kurban IV settlement
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include a group of rooms next to the fortification wall, all with different size and
construction technique. The thicknesses of the walls vary, as well as the height of
their stone foundations, and some did not have stone foundations at all. While the
installations found in many of these rooms point to domestic function, their
distribution suggests that they were used by a number of social units rather than a
single one. In phase 14 these rooms were re-arranged without much alternation in the
plan, but still so as to form a single building with limited access.  This is supported
by the doorways between the rooms, door lock and sealings, and a pithos. A
structure composed of a roofed room and a courtyard, next to this complex but
beyond the fortification wall, gives one of the most significant comparisons. This
was clearly a domestic building, and although a stratigraphic link is missing to the
buildings on the other side of the wall, it is certain that it is contemporary with either
phase 13 or phase 14 structures. The clearest difference represented by this dwelling
is its significant modesty in size and construction in comparison to the rooms on the
other side of the wall. The construction technique is also different, with much higher
stone foundations. Lastly, its orientation is not in line with the other buildings. This
situation indicates in concrete terms a distinction in the status of their owners.
These structures at Kurban Höyük are located on the south mound. This
brings us to another interesting observation on architectural complexity. As a whole,
these structures are quite different from the structures of the same period on the north
mound. Here in Area C we have a single complex of many rooms, enclosed by a 1-m
thick stone foundation wall, featuring an antechamber and a courtyard. This complex
was carefully constructed according to a developed plan. The building therefore
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gives the impression of either a central public building, or a substantial private
dwelling. In general, the buildings on the north mound suggest a more sophisticated
neighborhood, with wide streets and open work areas, whereas the buildings on the
south mound have a denser arrangement, making up a less organized quarter with
domestic character, cramped in layout and construction. Area B, located on the south
mound confirms this difference. In short, social complexity is mirrored once again in
architectural diversity at the settlement.
At Lidar Höyük, although not supplying us with enough architectural
information, there is evidence to show changes in the EBII from the EBIII, and the
kilns of the Potter’s quarter attest to definite social stratification. The burials,
especially variations in the quantity of the burial goods, prove that there was
hierarchy in the cemetery. This situation at Lidar is helpful in completing the lack of
data at Kurban Höyük with respect to burials. Both sites were inhabited in the same
period, in the same geographical and cultural region. Located on the Euphrates, they
must have been involved in the traffic going along the river between Mesopotamia
and Anatolia, and so in close communication. This is also true for Titriş, which is
only 20 km to Kurban Höyük. Therefore it would not be surprising to see similar
traits in terms of architectural and burial customs in all the mentioned settlements. In
this respect, it is probable that these sites had both intramural burials and extramural
cemeteries away from the settlement. The EBA cemetery found in the Birecik area
(Sertok and Ergeç 1999) is an example that shows the probable existence of such
cemeteries belonging to identified settlements; as in this case the opposite is correct,
and the settlement to which the cemetery belongs has not been identified. The
Birecik cemetery, like the cemeteries of Lidar and Titriş, gives signs of social
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stratification. From this fact we can go to certain generalizations for all of the EBA
settlements discussed here. One of these is that a certain degree of social complexity
was experienced in the regions, and data from Titriş and Kurban document for the
architectural complexity correlating to this stratified society. This picture stands in
contrast with the Değirmentepe settlement, where the architectural uniformity
accompanies another type of social structure.       
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION
As discussed in the introduction chapter, the relationship of spatial
organization to social organization is a subject that attracts greater attention. This
thesis attempted to relate architecture, the most easily detectable element of spatial
organization in archaeological investigation, to social complexity in selected Early
Bronze Age settlements in Southeastern Anatolia. The study sought to understand
the level of architectural complexity in these sites, by working it in all scales, from
the interior planning of the building units and their contents to the relationship
between these units and the building groups that they make up, and to the spatial
patterning of building units or groups of buildings within the whole settlement area.
Architectural complexity was evaluated on the basis of criteria such as building
techniques, segmentation of spaces, differentiation between private and public areas,
boundary control, degree of access limitation, and separation of structures. As a
result, Early Bronze Age sites of the area were found to be complex in terms of
architecture. While this complexity of architecture could be taken as an indication of
social complexity by itself, as the common assumptions accept, social organization
was worked through other types of data wherever they were available and relevant.
Finds such as seals, figurines, pottery, and particularly burials were among this type
of data. Variation as opposed to uniformity in type, quantity, and size was taken as a
measure of complexity in this respect. The result confirmed the relatively high
degree of social complexity at the three Anatolian sites, namely Titriş Höyük,
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Kurban Höyük, and Lidar Höyük. In other words, our conclusion is that architectural
complexity accompanied social complexity. Two sites taken as a control group also
approved this conclusion. Of these two sites, Tell Taya in Iraq, of the same period,
and with similar social organization as the Anatolian sites, presented a comparable
degree of architectural complexity. On the other hand, the Değirmentepe Ubaid
settlement with less diversified social organization presented a remarkably lower
level of architectural complexity.
The data from these five sites on which this study was based were not
uniform in nature. While extensive data were available from the lower town and the
suburbs of Titriş Höyük, the acropolis was left almost unexcavated. Similarly, at
Kurban Höyük most of the data was coming from the slopes of the mound. On the
other hand, all structures at Değirmentepe were located on the top of the mound. As
distinguished from these sites where we had extensive architectural elements, we had
more detailed information related to burials and the pottery production area at Lidar
Höyük. In short, a part of the elements making up the settlement at each site was
missing. Tell Taya was the only exception in this respect, as it supplied us with data
from both parts of the site, the acropolis, and the lower town, and this was possible
by its unique state of preservation and conditions that made wide-scale exposure
possible. This situation, particularly at Titriş, is partly sourced by the method of
study chosen in line of specific questions that affect the research design. These
questions address economic and social structures of the society under discussion,
especially of the non-elite population. The basic questions of the processualist
approach are reflected in the excavation methods, which in the case of Titriş show
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themselves as the uncovering of the lower town instead of the citadel. This approach
focuses on domestic rather than the monumental architecture. However, domestic
architecture was not always the main point of attention. Although the study of
architecture has always been an indispensable part of archaeological research, most
interest, especially in Near Eastern archaeology, used to focus on monumental, non-
domestic remains. This tendency inevitably resulted in the centering of the
economic, political, or religious elites of the societies under study. On the one hand
the resultant information of an approach that aims to study the non-elite aspects of a
site allowed the opportunity to make this study since, as defined, non-elite is an
important element to understand social structure. However, having access also to
information about the citadel, where we can expect structures such as palaces and
temples, would also help us to articulate social organization and its reflections on
architecture. The more traditional, historical approach in Mesopotamia to the south,
and less information about the non-elite, is not complete either6. Therefore, a more
holistic methodology that combines these two approaches would be of great value
for future studies on social structure. An approach of this nature would also
compensate for the difficulty of perceiving the bigger picture, as this difficulty
results from the different kinds of information available for different sites. In this
way, we can better understand all components of a system that seems to have been at
work in Mesopotamia and Anatolia in the Early Bronze Age.
                                                          
6 The Diyala excavations that studied both the elite and the non-elite must be mentioned as an
exception.
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burial # locus # location type size goods
EEBA B93.41 40-34:079 LT cist 1.50x0.95 6 vessels, 1bronze pin, 1 bronze nail
MEBA ? ? OT-cem pithoi ? ?
B91.11 81-81:038 OT-cem cist ? small number of pots
B92.39 81-81:060 OT-cem cist 2.00x1.50 16 vessels, 2 figurines (1 violin-shaped)
B94.42 C002:002 EXT-cem cist
B94.43 C002:003 EXT-cem cist jewellery in bronze, silver, shell 
B94.44 C002:005 EXT-cem cist a variety of bronze pins
B94.45 C002:006 EXT-cem cist similar, aver- violin-shaped figurines
B94.46 C002:007 EXT-cem cist aging around:
B94.47 C002:009 EXT-cem cist 1.00 x 1.50
B94.48 C003:003 EXT-cem cist
B94.49 C003:004 EXT-cem cist largest:
B94.50 C003:005 EXT-cem cist 1.75x1.5
B94.51 C003:006 EXT-cem cist
B94.52 C003:007 EXT-cem cist
B94.53 C003:008 EXT-cem cist
B94.54 C004:006 EXT-cem cist 3.50x5.00 broken pottery, 1 carved sea-shell
B96.75 69-54:016 int: OT cist ? more than 50 vessels, 1 metal toggle pin
B94.57 35-18:250 LT-cem cist ? ?
B94.86 C003:002 EXT-cem cist 1.00X0.60 ?
B93.94 69-54:057 ? pit ? none
B95-60 79-85:117 OT-cem cist ? ?
B96-61 33-13:029 ? pot ? ?
B96-72 35-10:031 LT-cem cist ? ?
B96-73 35-12:075 LT-cem cist "small" 1 metallic ware cup
? ? OT-cem cist 1.00x0.80 11 vessels
? ? ? cist 1.30x2.50 ?
? 81-81:022 ? cist ? ?
B91.10 79-85:019 int: OT cist ? ?
burial # locus # location type size goods
LEBA B94.55 35-18:229 int: LT cist "massive" 43 vessels, including Syrian bottles, several bronze pins
? ? int: LT pot ? ?
B94.56 79-85:109 int: OT cist 1.24x0.83 ?
B95.58 34-13:017 int: LT cist 2.00x2.10 ?
B96.64 34-13:029 int: LT cist ? vessels, 1 bronze lance or pike head
B96.65 36-10:048 int: LT cist ? ?
B91.76 69-54:033 ? cist ? ?
B93.77 80-84:026 ? cist ? ?
B95.84 80-84:011 int: OT cist 2.92x1.67 depas, loop-handled vessel with a ram's head spout
? 36-10:025 int: LT cist 2.10x1.40 vessels, bronze pins, shell and frit jewellery, basalt mortar, 1 bronze dagger
? ? LT-cem cist 2.70x1.40 small number of cups, 30 vessels, several bronze pins
? ? LT-cem pot ? ?
date type location size number goods
EBII cist Ecem 1.60x1.00(av) 27 vessels (up to 15), bronze arm-rings, stone or mussel pendants
EBII cist Ecem 1.50x0.80(largest), adult 55 vessels, beads, limestone rings, 2 stone axes
EBII cist Ecem 0.65/0.90x0.45/0.50, child up to 3 vessels, only one had 11 vessels
EBII cist Ecem-N 1.30x1.02 (largest)  46? pots only
EBII cist Ecem-N ? 65 pots, a few bronze pins and bracelets
EBIII cist Ecem-S 2.50x1.50 (largest) 4 numerous vessels
EBIII chamber Wcem 2.50x1.60 1 pottery, numerous bronze pins
EBIII chamber Wcem 2.50x1.60 1 pottery, numerous bronze pins
EBIII cist Ecem 2.00x2.70 5 38 vessels, 5 knob-headed pins in one. 
EBIII cist Ecem-S 3.12x1.50 (largest) 4 ?


















